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Abstract. We introduce a scalar weighed average (“q–average”) acting on
concentric comoving domains in spherically symmetric Lemâıtre–Tolman–Bondi
(LTB) dust models. The resulting averaging formalism allows for an elegant
coordinate independent dynamical study of the models, providing as well a
valuable theoretical insight on the properties of scalar averaging in inhomogeneous
spacetimes. The q–averages of those covariant scalars common to FLRW models
(the “q–scalars”) identically satisfy FLRW evolution laws and determine for
every domain a unique FLRW background state. All curvature and kinematic
proper tensors and their invariant contractions are expressible in terms of the
q–scalars and their linear and quadratic “local” fluctuations, which convey the
effects of inhomogeneity through the ratio of Weyl to Ricci curvature invariants
and the magnitude of radial gradients. We define also non–local fluctuations
associated with the intuitive notion of a “contrast” with respect to FLRW
reference averaged values assigned to a whole domain or time slice. The q–averages
of local and non–local quadratic fluctuations are directly and exactly related
to statistical correlation moments of the density and Hubble expansion scalar.
The evolution equations for the q–scalars and suitably defined perturbations
completely determine the dynamics of the models without the back–reaction
correlation terms of Buchert’s average. A rigorous formalism of exact spherical
non–linear perturbations can be defined over a formal FLRW background state
associated to the q–scalars, recovering the standard results of linear perturbation
theory in the appropriate limit. We briefly explore the possible application of this
formalism to open theoretical issues, such as the relation between the growth of
inhomogeneity and a definition of gravitational entropy.

PACS numbers: 98.80.-k, 04.20.-q, 95.36.+x, 95.35.+d

ar
X

iv
:1

20
9.

19
62

v1
  [

gr
-q

c]
  1

0 
Se

p 
20

12



Averaging and exact perturbations in LTB dust models 2

1. Introduction.

The spherically symmetric Lemâıtre–Tolman–Bondi (LTB) dust models [1, 2, 3, 4]
are a very popular class of exact solutions of Einstein’s equations. Since these
models allow us to study non–linear effects in self–gravitating systems by means
of analytic expressions or mathematically tractable numerical methods, they have
been used in the literature in a wide variety of contexts: as models of cosmological
inhomogeneities [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13] (see [2, 4, 5, 13] for reviews), as preferred
test models in the effort to explain observations without resorting to dark energy
[5, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23] (see [23] for a review), cosmic censorship
[24, 25] and even in quantum gravity [26].

The LTB models are usually described by their standard original metric variables,
which are well suited for most of their physical and cosmological applications, as
can be appreciated in the abundant literature (see the book reviews [2, 3, 4]).
However, different variables may be better suited to examine the theoretical properties
of the models in a coordinate independent manner, for example, the covariant
‘fluid flow’ scalars in the “1+3” formalism [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32] whose evolution
equations and spacelike constraints are equivalent to the field equations (see [33]
for an innovative approach to the models). Another set of alternative dynamical
variables are the “quasi–local” scalars (to be denoted as “q–scalars”), defined as
weighed proper volume averages (“q–averages”) of covariant fluid flow scalars on
spherical comoving domains. The q–scalars can be, either functionals defined on
arbitrary fixed domains, or functions (“q–functions”) when considering the pointwise
dependence of the average on the varying boundary of a domain. By comparing
q–scalars with the non–averaged scalars we obtain fluctuations and perturbations,
which are exact, not approximated, quantities. The fluctuations and perturbations
that can be “local” when the comparison is with q–functions in a pointwise manner,
or “non–local” if comparing local non–averaged values with the q–average assigned to
a whole domain. The q–functions and their corresponding local perturbations have
been applied successfully to examine various aspects and properties of LTB models:
to construct an initial value formulation [34], to examine inhomogeneous dark energy
sources (quintessence and the Chaplygin gas) [35, 36], to apply a dynamical systems
approach [37, 38], to examine their radial asymptotics [39] and the evolution of radial
profiles of covariant scalars and void formation [40].

The relevance of applying a formalism of q–averages for the study of LTB
models can be appreciated from the fact that averaging has become recently an
important open topic in current research in General Relativity. Evidently, as a frame
dependent average acting on scalars, the q–average should be examined in reference
and comparison to the similar averaging formalism of Buchert [41], which is widely
used in the literature (see the comprehensive reviews in [42, 43] and [44, 45] for
an alternative covariant averaging formalism acting on proper tensors, see also [46]
for further discussion on averaging). Since Buchert’s evolution equations reveal the
presence of “back–reaction” correlation terms that convey a significant modification
of the dynamics, this formalism has a good potential for applications in Cosmology,
for example, to understand the effects of non–linearity in structure formation [47],
in the re–interpretation of observations [48], in the possibility of explaining cosmic
acceleration and dark energy [49], and even in modeling dark energy sources [50]. As
physically well motivated toy models of cosmological inhomogeneities, LTB models
provide an ideal scenario to apply and test Buchert’s formalism [51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56]
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(Buchert’s average for LTB models is simply the q–average with unit weight factor).
In particular, q–functions and their local fluctuations and perturbations have already
been employed as useful tools to examine the existence of back–reaction and “effective”
acceleration in generic LTB models in the context of Buchert’s formalism [54, 55, 56].

In the present article we address various unresolved issues and extend and enhance
previous work. In particular, besides the q–functions and local fluctuations and
perturbations that were used in [35, 36, 39, 40, 54, 55, 56], we now consider the full
range of q–scalars, which includes (besides q–functions) the q–scalars defined as strict
average functionals and their associated non–local fluctuations and perturbations.
While some of the background material in sections 3–5 has appeared before, we
introduce new elements and further discussion. In particular, we provide in section 4
a more thorough discussion of the properties of all q–scalars, emphasizing their role as
LTB scalars that behave as “effective” FLRW scalars, as they (i) satisfy FLRW time
dynamics, (ii) mimic FLRW expressions that are widely used in the literature (see void
models [14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23]), and (iii) identify for each domain a unique
FLRW background state through Darmois matching conditions (though an actual
matching with a FLRW region is optional, not mandatory). We define local and non–
local fluctuations and perturbations in section 5 and examine in section 6 their relation
with all tensorial objects characteristic of the models (summarized in Appendix
D). We show that all proper curvature and kinematic tensors and their invariant
contractions are expressible in terms of q–scalars and their local linear and quadratic
fluctuations (or perturbations). In particular, the curvature tensors (Riemann, Ricci,
Weyl and electric Weyl) and their contractions are entirely expressible in terms of the
Ricci scalar, its q–average and and its local fluctuations. While local and non–local
quadratic fluctuations of the density and Hubble scalar are different objects, their q–
average is the same for every domain (see proof in Appendix C), and as a consequence,
the q–average of these fluctuations are averages of invariant scalar contractions and are
equal to the statistical variance and covariance (correlation) moments of the density
and of the Hubble expansion scalar.

Considering that local perturbations convey the deviation from FLRW geometry
through the ratios of Weyl to Ricci curvature invariants and anisotropic (shear) to
isotropic expansion, and bearing in mind that these perturbations and their associated
q–functions completely describe all proper tensors and scalar contractions, it is natural
to expect that these q–scalars and perturbations should also yield a complete and
self–consistent system of evolution equations that fully determine the dynamics of the
models [35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40]. In section 7 we derive a similar set of complete evolution
equations based on q–averages and non–local perturbations.

In section 8 we show that the back–reaction terms that appear in Buchert’s
dynamical equations vanish identically in the evolution equations associated with the
q–scalars. Hence, the utilization of the q–average (at least as far as LTB models are
concerned) leads to different implications from those of Buchert’s average: instead of
modifying the dynamics by the extra back–reaction terms, the q–scalars provide a more
elegant description, with deeper theoretical insight, of the existing fluid flow dynamics,
as witnessed by the results of section 6: the direct (non–perturbative) relation between
proper tensors and their contractions with local fluctuations and between the q–
averages of quadratic fluctuations and statistical correlation moments of the density
and Hubble expansion. These simple straightforward theoretically significant relations
do not occur with Buchert’s averaging (at least in its non–perturbative application to
LTB models).
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We showed in [35, 36] that a rigorous formalism of exact spherical perturbations
on a FLRW background emerges from the q–functions (which define a formal FLRW
background) and their local perturbations. We extend this result in section 9 to non–
local perturbations, and in sections 10 and 11 by providing a thorough comparison
between local and non–local perturbations. In particular, we discuss the cases when
local and non–local fluctuations and perturbations are “confined” (i.e. localized in a
given bounded comoving domain, with or without a matching with a FLRW region),
and when they are “asymptotic” (the domain becomes the whole time slice). We
also emphasize the fact that local perturbations describe the deviation from FLRW
conditions through the local magnitude of radial gradients of covariant scalars, whereas
non–local perturbations describe this deviation through the familiar and intuitive
notion of a “contrast” between local values of non–averaged scalars and reference
average values assigned to a whole domain (or to a whole slice in the asymptotic
limit). As a consequence, non–local perturbations are more intuitive, as the sign of
their amplitudes corresponds to the familiar positive/negative sign that we associate
to over/under densities. This sign is the opposite for local perturbations: over/under
densities are negative/positive. In section 12 we show that in the linear limit both
perturbations (local and non–local) yield the familiar density perturbation equation
of linear theory in the comoving gauge.

As a quick application of the q–average formalism, we consider in section 13 the q–
averages in the context of the entropy Leibler–Kullback functional from Information
Theory proposed by Buchert and coworkers [42, 57, 58, 59]. We obtain the same
conjecture whereby a positive entropy production from this functional follows from
a negative statistical correlation between the fluctuations of density and the Hubble
expansion scalar (which is the average of an invariant quadratic contraction of the
electric Weyl and shear tensors). We show by qualitative arguments (as a preliminary
result) that this conjecture is fulfilled in the late time evolution of hyperbolic and
elliptic models, but not in the early time evolution when the decaying modes are
nonzero (non–simultaneous big bang). A summary and final comments are provided
in section 14. The paper contains four brief appendices: Appendix A summarizes the
standard analytic solutions of the field equations, Appendix B proves that functions
of q–scalars are also q–scalars, Appendix C contains the rigorous proof that local
and non–local quadratic fluctuations of the density and Hubble scalar have exactly
the same q–average for any domain, and Appendix D provides coordinate independent
expressions for all curvature and kinematic proper tensors characteristic of the models.

2. The dynamics of LTB models.

The “Lemâıtre–Tolman–Bondi (LTB) models” are the well known exact solutions of
Einstein’s field equations characterized by the LTB metric [1, 2, 3]:

ds2 = −dt2 +
R′2

1 + E
dr2 +R2

(
dϑ2 + sin2 ϑ dϕ2

)
, (1)

where R = R(t, r), R′ = ∂R/∂r and E = E(r) (we have set G = c = 1 and r has
length units). For a normal geodesic comoving 4–velocity ua = δa0 and a dust source
T ab = ρ uaub with rest–mass density ρ the field equations reduce to

Ṙ2 =
2M

R
+ E, (2a)

2M ′ = 8πρR2R′, (2b)
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where Ṙ = uaR,a = ∂R/∂t, and M = M(r) is the “effective” mass (the quasi–local
Misner–Sharp mass function [36, 60, 61]).

2.1. Covariant objects.

LTB models are characterized by the following covariant objects associated with
ua, T ab and the projection tensor hab = gab + uaub:

• the rest-mass energy density given by (2b): ρ = uaubT
ab:

• the Hubble expansion scalar:

H ≡ θ

3
, with: θ = ∇̃aua = hba∇bua =

2Ṙ

R
+
Ṙ′

R′
, (3)

• the Ricci scalar of the hypersurfaces 3T [t] orthogonal to ua and marked by
constant arbitrary t, whose induced metric is hab = gijδ

i
aδ
j
b with i, j = r, ϑ, ϕ:

K ≡ R
(3)

6
, with: R(3) = −2(ER)′

R2R′
, (4)

• the shear tensor (σab = ∇̃(aub) − (θ/3)hab) and the electric Weyl tensor (Eab =

ucudCacbd):

σab = Σ eab, Σ = eabσ
ab = −1

3

(
Ṙ′

R′
− Ṙ

R

)
, σabσ

ab = 6Σ2, (5)

Eab = E eab, E = eabE
ab = −M

R3
+

4π

3
ρ, EabE

ab = 6E2, (6)

where Cabcd is the Weyl tensor and the eigenvalues (Σ and E) of σab and Eab
are given in the eigenframe eab = hab − 3nanb, with na =

√
hrrδ

r
a being a unit

4–vector orthogonal to ua and to the orbits of SO(3).

It is evident that the dynamics of LTB models becomes completely determined once
the following covariant scalars

{ρ, H, Σ, E , K}, (7)

have been computed, which can be done through the metric functions or from suitable
evolution equations.

2.2. Analytic solutions vs the “fluid flow” covariant approach.

In most work in the literature using LTB models to tackle different problems and
applications (see for example [2, 3, 4, 11]) involves the use of the metric functions
that follow from the analytic solutions of the field equation (2a), which are provided
explicitly in Appendix A (see equations (A.1)–(A.3)). These solutions determine the
dynamics of the models, and in particular allow us to compute (implicitly) quantities
like R′ and Ṙ′, which are needed to compute the covariant scalars (7) from their forms
in (2b) and (3)–(6).

However, the dynamics of the models can also be fully determined by finding the
scalars (7) through suitable evolution equations, such as those that follow from the
“1+3” formalism of Ehlers, Ellis, Bruni, Dunsby and van Ellst [27, 28, 29, 32, 30, 31]:

Ḣ = −H2 − 4π

3
ρ− 2Σ2, (8a)
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ρ̇ = − 3 ρH, (8b)

Σ̇ = − 2HΣ + Σ2 − E , (8c)

Ė = − 4π ρΣ− 3 E (H+ Σ) , (8d)

together with the spacelike and Hamiltonian constraints

(Σ +H)
′
+ 3 Σ

R′

R
= 0,

(
4π

3
ρ+ E

)′
+ 3 E R

′

R
= 0, (9)

H2 =
8π

3
ρ−K + Σ2. (10)

Solving this system of partial differential equations is equivalent to working out the
models through the field equations (2a)–(2b) and the solutions (A.1)–(A.3). However,
(7) is not the only nor the most convenient ‘fluid flow’ scalar representation to handle
the models.

3. The q–scalars.

As shown in [34, 35, 36, 39, 40], an alternative coordinate independent “fluid flow”
representation for the LTB models is provided by the “quasi–local” or q–scalars and
their fluctuations and perturbations. We provide below a rigorous definition of these
variables. ‡

3.1. The q–averages.

Consider an arbitrary complete § time slice 3T [t] of an LTB model with metric (1)
whose proper volume element is

dVp =
√

det(hab) d3x =
R2R′ sinϑ

F
dr dϑ dϕ, (11)

where (from (2a))

F ≡
√

1 + E =

[
Ṙ2 +

(
1− 2M

R

)]1/2

. (12)

Every 3T [t] can be foliated by the class of compact concentric spherical comoving
domains diffeomorphic to D[rb] = χ[rb] × S2 ⊂ 3T [t], where S2 is the unit 2–sphere
and the closed real interval χ[rb] = {r̄ | 0 ≤ r̄ ≤ rb} is a segment of a radial ray with
r̄ = 0 marking the worldline of the symmetry center (fixed point of the rotation group
SO(3)). Following [56], we define

‡ See [35, 36] for a discussion on the relation between the definition of q–scalars (q–averages and
q–functions in (13) and (18)) to the quasi–local or Misner–Sharp mass when A = ρ. The notation and
units here are different from those of previous articles: q–scalars were denoted as averages “〈A〉” in
[34] and as A∗ in [35, 36], while the symbol m was used for (4/3)πρ and k for K in [55, 54, 56, 39, 40].
The notation used in (13) expresses the domain dependence of the q–average by the symbol “[rb]” that
univocally identifies any domain D[rb] by its boundary: the comoving 2–sphere marked by constant
arbitrary r = rb. We use the subindex q to distinguish the q–average from the “standard” proper
volume average functional “〈A〉p[rb]” of Buchert’s formalism, whose weight factor F is a constant.
Both averages coincide only for parabolic models (A.1) for which F = 1, E = 0 and self–similar LTB
models for which F 6= 1, E = const. (see [56]).
§ See [40, 56] for the case of non–complete slices intersecting a curvature singularity.
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The q–average. Let X(D[rb]) denote the set of all smooth integrable LTB
scalar functions in a domain D[rb] with rb fixed but arbitrary marking its
boundary. The q–average of a scalar A ∈ X(D[rb]) is the linear functional
〈 〉q[rb] : X(D[rb])→ R such that:

A 7→ 〈A〉q[rb] =

∫
D[rb]

AF dVp∫
D[rb]

F dVp
=

∫ rb
0
A(r̄)R2(r̄)R′(r̄) dr̄∫ rb
0
R2(r̄)R′(r̄) dr̄

, (13)

where the “weight factor” F is given by (12).

It is straightforward to evaluate in an arbitrary fixed domain D[rb] the q–average of
those covariant scalars A = ρ, H, K that are common with a FLRW cosmology:

4π

3
〈ρ〉q[rb] =

4π

3

∫ rb
0
ρR2R′dr̄∫ rb

0
R2R′dr̄

=
2Mb

R3
b

, (14)

〈H〉q[rb] =

∫ rb
0
HR2R′dr̄∫ rb

0
R2R′dr̄

=
Ṙb
Rb
, (15)

〈K〉q[rb] =

∫ rb
0
KR2R′dr̄∫ rb

0
R2R′dr̄

= −Eb
R2
b

=
1−F2

b

R2
b

, (16)

where Rb = R(t, rb), Mb = M(rb), Eb = E(rb) (subindex b will denote evaluation at
r = rb), and we simply applied the definition (13) to (2b), (3) and (4). The q–averages
(14)–(16) transform the field equation (2a) for every D[r0] into

〈H〉2q[rb] =
8π

3
〈ρ〉q[rb]− 〈K〉q[rb], (17)

which is formally identical with the Friedman equation for a dust FLRW model given
in terms of the q–averages of the equivalent LTB scalars.

It is important to remark that the weight factor (12) is an invariant quantity,
since R and M are invariant scalars in spherically symmetric spacetimes [60]. In fact,
in the Newtonian limit (2M/R � 1) this factor reduces to the total binding energy
of comoving dust layers, while in the special relativity limit it becomes the “gamma
factor” [61].

3.2. The q–functions.

Since r = rb in (13) and (14)–(16) is arbitrary, the definition of the q–average
functional leads in a natural way to local functions with this corresponding rule. We
define then:

The q–functions. For every 3T [t] foliated by concentric domains D[r] with
r ≥ 0, the q–function associated with any A ∈ X(D[r]) is the real valued
function Aq : 3T [t]→ R such that

Aq(r) = 〈A〉q[r], (18)

holds for every r ≥ 0. Strictly speaking, the q–functions are q–averages that
depend on a varying domain boundary.

Evidently, (14)–(16) and (18) imply that the q–functions associated with A = ρ, H, K
are

4π

3
ρq =

2M

R3
, Hq =

Ṙ

R
, Kq =

1−F2

R2
, (19)

H2
q =

8π

3
ρq −Kq, (20)
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where all functions above (save those inside the integral sign) are real valued functions
that depend on the upper bound of the integration range 0 ≤ r̄ ≤ r for arbitrary r (or
the domain boundary for arbitrary domains).

3.3. Functionals vs functions.

The difference between the average functional 〈A〉q[rb] and its associated q–function
Aq(r) is subtle but important (see figures 1a and 1b of references [54, 55, 56]). For
every fixed arbitrary domain D[rb] ⊂ 3T [t] they are identical at the boundary r = rb,
but they differ for all points r 6= rb because 〈A〉q[rb] has been assigned by (13) (as a
functional) to the whole of D[rb] and must be considered as a constant for points r < rb
inside this domain in each time slice 3T [t], while Aq(r) (as a function) varies smoothly
along these inner points (and also along outer points r > rb). As a consequence, the
〈A〉q[rb] and Aq(r) satisfy the same local derivation rules (23)–(24) at the boundary of
each generic domain (see next section), but behave differently when integrated along
any fixed domain in the range 0 ≤ r̄ ≤ rb. Hence:

〈 〈A〉q[rb] 〉q[rb] = 〈A〉q[rb] but 〈Aq(r) 〉q[rb] 6= Aqb = Aq(rb), (21)

holds for every scalar and every domain. The difference between functionals and
functions is clearly illustrated in figure 2.

3.4. Notation.

We will adopt henceforth the following conventions in order to simplify the notation:

• The time dependence of functionals and functions will be omitted unless it is
needed to avoid ambiguities. The symbol r̄ will be used as a dummy variable
inside integral signs.

• Unless stated otherwise, radial dependence given in terms of r (i.e. “M(r)” or
“ρq(r)” or “〈ρ〉q[r]”) or altogether omitted (i.e. “M” or “ρq” or “〈ρ〉q”) will
be understood as local point–wise dependence like q–functions, whereas radial
dependence in terms of rb will denote functionals that correspond to a fixed
arbitrary domain D[rb] and functions that equate to them (as in the right hand
sides of (14)–(16)).

4. Properties of the q–scalars.

4.1. Time and radial derivatives.

It is straightforward to show that the following commutating rule holds for every scalar
A

∂

∂t
〈A〉q −

〈
∂A

∂t

〉
q

= 〈A〉̇q − 〈Ȧ〉q = 3〈HA〉q − 3〈H〉q〈A〉q, (22)

where we used (15) and expressed (3) as 3H = θ = (R2R′)̇/(R2R′). The following
useful relations are readily obtained:

〈A〉′q =
∂

∂r
〈A〉q =

3R′

R
[A− 〈A〉q ] , (23)

〈A〉q = A(r)− 1

R3(r)

∫ r

0

A′(r̄)R3(r̄) dr̄, (24)

where (24) follows by integrating (13) by parts. The same properties hold identically
for the q–functions Aq.
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4.2. Functions of q–scalars.

As we prove in Appendix B (see also Appendix C of [62]), all scalars expressible as
functions of q–scalars are themselves q–scalars. As an example, consider the Omega
factor (analogous to a FLRW Omega factor) defined as a q–function Ωq = U(ρq,Hq)
or Ωq = U(ρq,Kq) by:

Ωq =
8πρq
3H2

q

=
(8π/3)ρq

(8π/3)ρq −Kq
, Ωq − 1 =

Kq
H2
q

=
Kq

(8π/3)ρq −Kq
, (25)

whose associated local scalar is given by (B.3) as

“Ω” = Ωq

[
1 +

ρ− ρq
ρq

− 2(H−Hq)
Hq

]
, (26)

where we used the quotation marks to emphasize that Ω 6= 8πρ/(3H2) = U(ρ,H).
Notice that (26) can be expressed as Ω = Ωq(1 + δ(Ω)) with δ(Ω) given by (37).

4.3. The q–scalars satisfy FLRW evolution laws and mimic FLRW expressions.

It is straightforward to show that the q–scalars (whether evaluated as q–functions or
as functionals in fixed domains D[rb]) satisfy FLRW evolution laws: ‖

ρ̇q = − 3Hqρq, K̇q = −2HqKq (27a)

Ḣq = −H2
q −

4π

3
ρq, Ω̇q = Ωq (Ωq − 1) , (27b)

which are identical to the evolution equations satisfied by the equivalent covariant
scalars ρ̃, H̃, K̃, Ω̃ of a FLRW dust model (a tilde will denote henceforth FLRW
objects). This fact evidently singles out the q–scalars as LTB scalars that behave
as FLRW scalars (in the sense that they comply with FLRW dynamics).

By parametrizing the metric functions in (1) in terms of their fiducial values at an
arbitrary time slice t = t0 and making the coordinate choice R0 = r, we can transform
(1) into the “FLRW look alike” metric:

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t, r)

[
Γ dr2

1−Kq0 r2
+ r2

(
dϑ2 + sin2 ϑdϕ2

)]
, (28a)

a ≡ R

R0
=
R

r
, Γ =

R′/R

R′0/R0
=
rR′

R
= 1 +

ra′

a
, (28b)

and as a consequence, the q–scalars (19), (20) and (25) take the following “FLRW
look alike” forms:

ρq =
ρq0
a3
, Kq =

Kq0
a2

(29a)

H2
q = Hq0

[
Ωq0
a3

+
1− Ωq0
a2

]
, Ωq =

Ωq0
Ωq0 + (1− Ωq0) a

, (29b)

where the subindex 0 indicates evaluation at t = t0. The forms (28a)–(28b) and
(29a)–(29b) have been used in most recent articles looking at LTB void models
[14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23], where they are loosely introduced as “convenient”
ansatzes without any justification other than their “FLRW look alike” forms, thus
ignoring the fact that they can be defined rigorously as q–scalars that emerge from
the weighed average (13).

‖ For the functionals 〈A〉q [rb] the derivatives involved are 〈A〉̇q [rb], which can be evaluated (at r = rb)
either directly from (14)–(16), or with the commutation rule (22) and the forms of the local (non–
averaged) scalars in (2b), (3), (4) and (26). If using (22) for computing 〈H〉̇q [rb] and 〈Ω〉̇q [rb] we also
need to use the identities (41) and (42) that are proved in Appendix C.



Averaging and exact perturbations in LTB dust models 10

4.4. The q–scalars associate to each domain a unique FLRW “background state”.

For every fluid flow FLRW scalar Ã = ρ̃, H̃, K̃, Ω̃ and its “FLRW equivalent” LTB
q–scalar Aq = ρq, Hq, Kq, Ωq, the value Aqb = Aq(t, rb) identifies, for each domain
D[rb] of an LTB model, a specific FLRW dust model that can be smoothly matched
(under Darmois matching conditions) at an arbitrary finite comoving radius r = rb
that also marks the boundary of D[rb]. Consider a dust FLRW universe with metric

ds2 = −dt2 + ã2(t)

[
dr2

1− k0 `
−2
0 r2

+ r2
(
dϑ2 + sin2 ϑdϕ2

)]
, (30)

where k0 = 0± 1 , `0 is an arbitrary length scale and ã(t) is the dimensionless FLRW
scale factor. Darmois conditions (necessary and sufficient) for the smoothness of the
matching of (30) with an LTB model along a comoving boundary r = rb are given by
[11, 36]

ρqb = 〈ρ〉q[rb] = ρ̃(t) =
ρ̃0

ã3
, Kqb = 〈K〉q[rb] = K̃(t) =

K̃0

ã2
, (31a)

Hqb = 〈H〉q[rb] = H̃(t) =
˙̃a

ã
, Ωqb = 〈Ω〉q[rb] = Ω̃(t) =

8πρ̃

3H̃2
(31b)

Rb = ã(t) r or ab = ã, (31c)

where the subindex 0 denotes evaluation at a fiducial hypersurface t = t0 and ã(t0) = 1
holds. We note that conditions (31a) and (31b) require the continuity of the Aq
if we would consider a (hypothetical) smooth matching of a domain D[rb] of an
LTB model with a FLRW region. This feature is strikingly evident if we use the
parametrization (28a)–(28b) and (29a)–(29b) with Ã0 = Aqb0 = Aq(t0, rb) holds for
A = ρ, H, K, Ω. However, from (35) and (57a)–(57b), it is evident that we have
Ab 6= Aqb and A′q, A

′
q 6= 0 in general, and thus the local scalars (7) and the gradients

A′ and A′q do not comply with the matching conditions (31a)–(31c).
It is important to remark that the continuity of the Aq under Darmois matching

conditions is simply a formal rigorous procedure to identify for every D[rb] of an LTB
model a particular FLRW dust model that can be defined as a reference “background
state”. We use the term “state” to emphasize that this identification does not
force us to consider an actual matching with a FLRW region, which would yield a
“Swiss cheese” configuration in which the background state becomes also an actual
background spacetime. Likewise, the Aq also allow us to define a “FLRW equivalent”
region to every domain D[rb], as they provide through (31a)–(31c) the values of
the FLRW scalars Ã if the whole domain was replaced by an equivalent spherical
comoving section of a FLRW spacetime. Therefore, having determined the FLRW
background state, the discontinuity of the local scalars and the gradients A′ and A′q is
not problematic if we do not wish to construct an actual Swiss cheese model through
a smooth matching at the domain’s boundary r = rb. In this latter case we can avoid
discontinuities by demanding (besides (31a)–(31c)) also the continuity of local scalars
at r = rb through the following extra supplementary condition:

A′qb = 0, ⇒ Ab = Aqb for A = ρ, K, H, Ω, (32)

which forces A to coincide with Aq at r = rb, and thus explains the appearance (see
panels (b) and (d) of figures 1 and 2) of “humps” (if A′ > 0) or “bags” (if A′ < 0) in
the radial profiles of local scalars (this has been noted in the local density profiles in
Swiss cheese models in LTB void models).
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5. Fluctuations and perturbations of q–scalars.

5.1. Local fluctuations and perturbations.

If A and Aq = 〈A〉q are both evaluated as real valued functions on the same arbitrary
value r that denotes a varying boundary of concentric domains D[r] for r ≥ 0, then a
local fluctuation can be defined at each r by the simple pointwise comparison:

D(A)(r) = A(r)−Aq(r) = A(r)− 〈A〉q[r]. (33)

By normalizing D(A) with Aq we obtain the useful dimensionless relative local
fluctuations that will be called local “perturbations”:

δ(A)(r) =
D(A)(r)

Aq(r)
=
A(r)−Aq(r)

Aq(r)
, (34)

which comply (from (23) and (24)) with the following useful relation with radial
gradients of Aq and A (also valid for the 〈A〉q):

δ(A) =
A′q/Aq

3R′/R
=

1

Aq(r)R3(r)

∫ r

0

A′(r̄)R3(r̄) dr̄, (35)

that lead, using (23), (24) and (B.3), to the following linear algebraic relations among
the δ(A):

2δ(H) = Ωq δ
(ρ) + [1− Ωq] δ

(k), (36)

δ(Ω) = δ(ρ) − 2δ(H) = (1− Ωq)
(
δ(ρ) − δ(K)

)
, (37)

where Ωq is given by (25) and δ(Ω) above is consistent with Ω = Ωq(1 + δ(Ω)) in (26).

5.2. Non–local fluctuations and perturbations.

As opposed to local fluctuations that compare A with Aq = 〈A〉q at the same r, we
can define for every fixed domain D[rb] non–local fluctuations

DNL(A)(r, rb) = A(r)− 〈A〉q[rb], (38)

that compare local values A(r) inside the domain with the q–average (functional) of
A, which is a non–local quantity assigned to the whole domain (notice that at every
3T [t] the value 〈A〉q[rb] is effectively a constant for all r < rb and a function of t for
varying 3T [t]). Non–local perturbations are readily defined by

δ
(A)
NL (r, rb) =

DNL(A)(r, rb)

〈A〉q[rb]
=
A(r)− 〈A〉q[rb]
〈A〉q[rb]

, 0 ≤ r < rb, 〈A〉q[rb] 6= 0, (39)

and, evidently, do not comply with (35) and the properties that follow thereof (notice

that ∂/∂r[δ
(A)
NL (r, rb)] = A′/〈A〉q[rb]).

5.3. Statistical fluctuations.

Since evaluating a q–average for a fixed arbitrary D[rb] involves integration through
the range 0 ≤ r̄ ≤ rb, and the functional 〈A〉q[rb] is effectively constant in this
range at every 3T [t], then, following (21), the q–average of local and non–local linear
fluctuations is different:

〈D(A)〉q[rb] 6= 0 but 〈DNL(A)〉q[rb] = 0, (40)

which means that the DNL(A) are statistical fluctuations, but the D(A) are not.
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However, the average of quadratic combinations of local fluctuations of ρ and H
coincides with the average of the same combinations of non–local fluctuations. As
we prove in Appendix C (see also Appendix B of [56] for similar results in Buchert’s
averages), the following results are valid for A, B = ρ, H and for any domain D[rb]:

〈 [D(A)]2 〉q = 〈 [DNL(A)]2 〉q = 〈A2〉q − 〈A〉2q = Varq(A), (41)

〈D(A) D(B) 〉q = 〈DNL(A) DNL(B) 〉q = 〈AB〉q − 〈A〉q 〈B〉q = Covq(A,B), (42)

where we omitted the [rb] symbol to simplify notation (A, Aq inside inside the 〈 〉q
brackets depend on r̄ ≤ rb), whereas Varq(A) and Covq(A) are the quadratic variance
and covariance (correlation) moments associated with 〈A〉q[rb].

6. Relation of q–scalars and their fluctuations with curvature and
kinematic invariants and tensors.

As shown in Appendix D, all proper curvature and kinematic tensors characteristic
of LTB models are expressible in terms of algebraic combinations of gab, u

a and the
eigenframe eab defined below (5) and (6), with their scalar coefficients given entirely by
four scalar invariants: the Ricci scalar (R), the Newman–Penrose conformal invariant
(Ψ2 = −E), the Hubble expansion H = θ/3 and the eigenvalue of the shear tensor, Σ
(see (3) and (5)). As a consequence, the q–scalars ρq, Hq are coordinate independent
quantities, as they are directly related to these four scalar invariants:

4π

3
ρq =

1

6
R−Ψ2, Hq = H+ Σ, (43)

where we used (2a), (3)–(6), (14)–(17) and/or (19)–(20), and the fact that R = 8πρ.
We remark that these relations hold for their associated q–averages 〈ρ〉q, 〈H〉q, 〈K〉q
as functions of a varying domain boundary r. The expressions for other q–scalars, Kq
and Ωq, in terms of R, Ψ2, Σ, H can be found by eliminating these q–scalars from the
constraints (20) and (25) and substituting (43).

It is easy to show that the eigenvalues of the shear and electric Weyl tensors are
local linear fluctuations over the q–averages (or q–functions) of H and ρ:

Σ = −D(H) = − [H−Hq ] E = −4π

3
D(ρ) = −4π

3
[ ρ− ρq ] , (44)

where we applied (19) to (3), (5) and (6). Considering that Ψ2 = −E and using (D.4),
the curvature and kinematic proper tensors (see Appendix D) are expressible in terms
of ρ, H and their fluctuations D(ρ), D(H):

Rabcd =
8π

3
ρ
(

3δ
[a
[c δ

b]
d] + 6δ

[a
[cu

b]ud] − δa[cδ
b
d]

)
− 4π

3
D(ρ)

(
h

[a
[c − 3u[cu

[a
)

e
b]
d], (45a)

Rab = 4πρ (hab + uaub) , (45b)

Eab = −4π

3
D(ρ) eab, Cabcd = −4π

3
D(ρ)

(
h

[a
[c − 3u[cu

[a
)

e
b]
d], (45c)

σab = −D(H) eab, Hab = Hhab −D(H) eab, (45d)

while their scalar contractions take the form:

RabcdRabcd =
256π2

3

(
[D(ρ)]2 +

5

4
ρ2

)
, RabRab = 64π2ρ2, (46a)

CabcdC
abcd =

256π2

3
[D(ρ)]2 = 8EabE

ab, (46b)

σabσ
ab = 6[D(H)]2, σabE

ab =
4π

3
D(ρ)D(H), (46c)
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which depend exclusively on ρ, H and their fluctuations. Considering that we have
A = Aq(1 + δ(A)) and D(A) = Aqδ

(A) for all A, the tensors (45a)–(45d) and their
contractions (46a)–(46c) can be entirely given in terms of ρq, Hq and their local
perturbations:

Eab = −4π

3
ρqδ

(ρ) eab , Rab = 4πρq(1 + δ(ρ)) (hab + uaub) , (47a)

Cabcd = −4π

3
ρqδ

(ρ)
(
h

[a
[c − 3u[cu

[a
)

e
b]
d], (47b)

Rabcd =
8π

3
ρq(1 + δ(ρ))

(
3δ

[a
[c δ

b]
d] + 6δ

[a
[cu

b]ud] − δa[cδ
b
d]

)
− 4π

3
ρqδ

(ρ)
(
h

[a
[c − 3u[cu

[a
)

e
b]
d],

(47c)

σab = −Hqδ(H) eab , Hab = Hq
[
hab + (hab − eab ) δ(H)

]
, (47d)

RabcdRabcd =
256π2

3
ρ2
q

(
[δ(ρ)]2 +

5

4
[1 + δ(ρ)]2

)
, (47e)

CabcdC
abcd =

256π2

3
[ρq δ

(ρ)]2 = 8EabE
ab, (47f)

σabσ
ab = 6[Hq δ(H)]2, HabHab = H2

q

[
1 + (2 + 3δ(H)) δ(H)

]
, (47g)

which shows that the variables {ρq, Hq, δ(ρ), δ(H)} should provide a full dynamical
representation for the models, so that δ(ρ) = δ(H) = 0 indicates a FLRW limit
characterized by the vanishing of the shear tensor and Weyl part of the curvature
tensors. Notice that all these tensors can also be expressed in terms of other q–scalars
(Kq, Ωq) and their local perturbations (δ(K), δ(Ω)), as the latter can be obtained from
ρq, Hq, δ(ρ), δ(H) by means of the algebraic constraints (20), (25), (36) and (37).

Bearing in mind that Rq = 8πρq, we can express the conformal invariant Ψ2 as a
local fluctuation of the Ricci scalar: Ψ2 = (1/6)D(R) = (4π/3) D(ρ), and thus express
curvature tensors (the electric Weyl, Weyl and Riemann) and their contractions in
terms of the the Ricci scalar and its fluctuations:

Eab = −1

6
D(R) eab, Cabcd = −1

6
D(R)

(
h

[a
[c − 3u[cu

[a
)

e
b]
d], (48a)

Rabcd =
1

3
R
(

3δ
[a
[c δ

b]
d] + 6δ

[a
[cu

b]ud] − δa[cδ
b
d]

)
− 1

6
D(R)

(
h

[a
[c − 3u[cu

[a
)

e
b]
d], (48b)

RabcdRabcd =
4

3

(
[D(R)]2 +

5

4
R2

)
, CabcdC

abcd =
4

3
[D(R)]2 = 8EabE

ab, (48c)

where we used (48a) and (D.3). These expressions provide an elegant geometric
interpretation of the inhomogeneity associated with the Weyl part of curvature tensors
and scalars in terms of fluctuations of the Ricci scalar.

Since a non–vanishing shear and Weyl curvature are indicative of inhomogeneity,
it is very useful to express the basic local perturbations δ(ρ) and δ(H) as

δ(ρ) =
ρ− ρq
ρq

= − E
4πρq/3

=
6Ψ2

R− 6Ψ2
=

ξ

1− ξ
, (49a)

δ(H) =
H−Hq
Hq

= − Σ

Hq
= − Σ

H+ Σ
= − ζ

1 + ζ
, (49b)

where the quotients

ξ ≡ 6Ψ2

R
, ζ ≡ Σ

H
, (50)
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provide an invariant measure of inhomogeneity through the ratio of Weyl to Ricci
scalar curvatures (ξ) and the ratio of anisotropic to isotropic expansion (ζ) ¶ . The
remaining perturbations δ(K) and δ(Ω) can be expressed in terms of ξ and ζ by using
the constraints (36) and (37) to eliminate them in terms of δ(ρ) and δ(H) and then
substituting (49a) and (49b).

Since Σ and E are local linear fluctuations of H and ρ, we have for all r0:

〈Σ〉q[rb] 6= 0, 〈E〉q[rb] 6= 0, (51)

However, as a consequence of (41), (42) and (44), the averages of the scalars Σ2, E2

and Σ E are averages of local quadratic fluctuations, leading to the following statistical
fluctuations that relate to the variance moment with respect to 〈H〉q and 〈ρ〉q at any
domain:

〈Σ2〉q = 〈 [D(H)]
2 〉q = 〈H2〉q − 〈H〉2q = Varq(H), (52a)

〈E2〉q =

[
4π

3

]2

〈 [D(ρ)]
2 〉q =

[
4π

3

]2 [
〈ρ2〉q − 〈ρ〉2q

]
=

[
4π

3

]2

Varq(ρ), (52b)

〈E Σ〉q =
4π

3
〈D(ρ) D(H)〉q =

4π

3
[ 〈ρH〉q − 〈ρ〉q 〈H〉q] =

4π

3
Covq(ρ,H), (52c)

so that, in view of (5) and (46c), these fluctuations relate to averages of quadratic
contractions of the shear and electric Weyl tensors:

〈σabσab〉q = 6〈Σ2〉q = 6Varq(H), (53a)

〈EabEab〉q = 6〈E2〉q = 6〈(Ψ2)2〉q =
32π2

3
Varq(ρ), (53b)

〈σabEab〉q = 6〈Σ E〉q = 8πCovq(ρ,H), (53c)

while the q–averages of contractions of the Riemann and Weyl tensors are expressible
either in terms of ρ or R and their statistical variance moments:

〈RabcdRabcd〉q =
256π2

3

[
Varq(ρ) +

5

4
〈ρ2〉q

]
=

4

3

[
Varq(R) +

5

4
〈R2〉q

]
, (54a)

〈CabcdCabcd〉q =
256π2

3
Varq(ρ) =

4

3
Varq(R) = 8〈EabEab〉q, (54b)

where we used the fact that 〈R〉q = 8π〈ρ〉q and RabRab = R2. We can express the
quadratic ratio of Weyl to Ricci curvatures as a sort of “standard deviation” of ρ with
respect to 〈ρ〉q:

6〈EabEab〉q
〈RabRab〉q

=
6〈(Ψ2)2〉q
〈(R)2〉q

=
6Varq(ρ)

〈ρ2〉q
=
〈ρ2〉q − 〈ρ〉2q
〈ρ2〉q

, (55)

A similar standard deviation of H with respect to 〈H〉q follows as the quotient of
averages of quadratic covariant scalars σabσ

ab and H2 = θ2/9:

〈σabσab〉q
6〈H2〉q

=
Varq(H)

〈H2〉q
=
〈H2〉q − 〈H〉2q
〈H2〉q

, (56)

where we used (5) and (44).

¶ Wainwight and Andrews (reference [33]) also emphasize the role of the ratio of Weyl to Ricci
curvature as an invariant measure of inhomogeneity in LTB models. However, their study was not
based on averaging and they consider a quadratic positive definite ratio CabcdC

abcd/RabRab. As a
contrast, the sign of first order ratio Ψ2/R that we use here is not a priori defined.
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7. Evolution equations.

While the q–scalars Aq or 〈A〉q[rb] satisfy FLRW evolution laws, such as (27a)–(27b),
these scalars are not fully determined by these FLRW equations because, unlike their
equivalent FLRW scalars Ã, they either depend directly on r or rb. The missing
dynamical information is provided by the evolution equations for the δ(A) and the

δ
(A)
NL .

7.1. Local perturbations.

Since all the local covariant scalars (7) (as well the tensors and scalar invariants in
(47a)–(47g)) can be expressed in terms of q–scalars and their local perturbations:

ρ = ρq

[
1 + δ(ρ)

]
, H = Hq

[
1 + δ(H)

]
, K = Kq

[
1 + δ(k)

]
, (57a)

Σ = −Hq δ(H), E = −4π

3
ρqδ

(ρ), (57b)

the evolution equations for the variables ρq, Hq, δ(ρ), δ(H) should yield a self–
consistent and complete set of evolution equations for the LTB models. This system
follows readily by inserting (57a) and (57b) into the “1+3” system (8a)–(8d) and its
constraints (9)–(10). The result is the evolution equations

ρ̇q = − 3ρqHq, (58a)

Ḣq = −H2
q −

4π

3
ρq, (58b)

δ̇(ρ) = − 3(1 + δ(ρ))Hqδ(H), (58c)

δ̇(H) = − (1 + 3δ(H))Hqδ(H) +
4π ρq
3Hq

(δ(H) − δ(ρ)), (58d)

plus the algebraic constraints

H2
q =

8π

3
ρq −Kq, 2δ(H) = Ωq δ

(ρ) + [1− Ωq] δ
(k), δ(Ω) = δ(ρ) − 2δ(H), (59)

that exactly coincide with the general relations (20), (36) and (37), hence they hold
at all t (i.e. they propagate in time). The following points are worth remarking:

• The constraints (9) of the 1+3 system (8a)–(8d) are satisfied trivially from (35)
applied to δ(ρ) and δ(H).

• The first two constraints in (59) follow from substituting (57b) into (10) and using
(2a) and (19), while the third one is obtained by differentiating (25) with respect
to r and applying (35). Once (58a)–(58d) is solved these constrains and (25) allow
us to compute Ωq, Kq, δ(k), δ(Ω).

• The fact that the constraints (59) of the system (58a)–(58d) are algebraic implies
a great simplification of the numeric treatment of these fluid flow evolution
equations, as they can be effectively integrated as a system of autonomous ODE’s
in which the initial conditions are restricted by the algebraic constraints, and thus
it is far easier to handle than the 1+3 system (8a)–(8d) in which the constraints
(9) are partial differential equations on r that must be solved before dealing with
the time equations.
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Considering the relation between the Aq and δ(A) in the constraints (59), each of the
following combination of four scalars:

any two of Aq = ρq, Hq, Kq, Ωq, (60a)

plus

any two of δ(A) = δ(ρ), δ(H), δ(K), δ(Ω), (60b)

provides a full covariant scalar representation for the models, since the remaining
pairs of Aq and δ(A) can be obtained from these algebraic constraints. Each of these
representations yields a self–consistent and complete set of evolution equations that is
alternative (and equivalent) to that of local covariant scalars given by (7), and thus,
completely determine the dynamics of the models.

The evolution equations (58a)–(58d) correspond to the representation
{ρq, Hq, δ(ρ), δ(H)}, which is useful to compare with the spherical collapse model
and perturbative scenarios of structure formation that consider the density and Hub-
ble velocity as dynamical variables. However, a more appropriate representation
for cosmological applications (for example void models) is furnished by the scalars
{Ωq, Hq, δ(Ω), δ(H)}.

7.2. Non–local perturbations.

If we consider non–local perturbations (39) in an arbitrary fixed domain D[rb], then the

only local scalars in (7) that can be expressed in terms of the variables {〈A〉q[rb], δ(A)
NL }

in a similar manner as in (57a) are:

ρ = 〈ρ〉q[rb]
[
1 + δ

(ρ)
NL

]
, H = 〈H〉q[rb]

[
1 + δ

(H)
NL

]
, K = 〈K〉q[rb]

[
1 + δ

(K)
NL

]
. (61)

The remaining local scalars, Σ and E , given by local fluctuations by (44), cannot be
expressed as (57b):

Σ(r) = Hq(r)− 〈H〉q[rb](1 + δ
(H)
NL ), E(r) =

4π

3

[
ρq(r)− 〈ρ〉q[rb]δ(ρ)

NL

]
, (62)

and as a consequence, the variables {〈A〉q[rb], δ(A)
NL }, A = ρ, H, K do not provide a

complete scalar representation of the dynamics of LTB models, which is not surprising
because the 〈A〉q[rb] depend only on t and constitute boundary conditions for the Aq
at r = rb. From (39) and (61), local and non–local perturbations are related by

1 + δ
(A)
NL =

Aq(r)

〈A〉q[rb]
(1 + δ(A)), (63)

which shows that they only coincide at the boundary of each D[rb] where Aq(rb) =
〈A〉q[rb]. Since their time derivatives are evidently different, it is reasonable to expect

that the evolution equations of the δ(A) and δ
(A)
NL will be different. Inserting (63) for

A = ρ, H into (58c)–(58d) yields these equations:

δ̇
(ρ)
NL = − 3(1 + δ

(ρ)
NL ) 〈H〉q[rb] δ(H)

NL , (64a)

δ̇
(H)
NL = − (1 + 3δ

(H)
NL ) 〈H〉q[rb] δ(H)

NL +
4π 〈ρ〉q[rb]
3〈H〉2q[rb]

(δ
(H)
NL − δ(ρ)

NL )

− 2〈H〉q[rb]
(

1− Hq(r)
〈H〉q[rb]

)2

+ 4(Hq(r)− 〈H〉q[rb])δ(H)
NL , (64b)
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which, in order to render a fully complete system to describe the dynamics of the
models in an arbitrary fixed domain D[rb], needs to be supplemented by the evolution
equations for 〈ρ〉q[rb], 〈H〉q[rb] and ρq, Hq:

〈H〉̇q[rb] = −〈H〉2q[rb]−
4π

3
〈ρ〉q[rb], Ḣq(r) = −H2

q(r)−
4π

3
ρq(r), (65a)

〈ρ〉̇q[rb] = −3〈H〉q[rb]〈ρ〉q[r0], ρ̇q(r) = −3Hq(r)ρq(r), (65b)

while the constraints take the form (59) and with the δ(A) expressed in terms of the

δ
(A)
NL by (63) (there is an extra constraint given by (17)). It is interesting to remark

that (64a) is identical to (58c), but (64b) differs from (58c) by the terms with Hq,
which explains the need to add the evolution equations for ρq and Hq. Notice that the
non–local evolution equations become identical to the local ones (58a)–(58d) at the
domain boundary in the limit r → rb where Hq(rb) = 〈H〉q[rb]. Also the non–local
evolution equations depend on averages ρq(r) = 〈ρ〉q[r], Hq(r) = 〈H〉q[r] for inner
points of D[rb] and are considerably more complicated than (58a)–(58d). The self–
consistency of the system (64a)–(65b) can be proved easily by comparing the mixed

derivatives [δ̇
(A)
NL ]′ obtained from [δ

(A)
NL ]′ = A′q(r)/〈A〉q[rb] with those that follow from

the radial derivative of the right hand sides of (64a)–(64b).

8. Comparison with Buchert’s averaging.

The most important difference between the q–average (13) and the standard proper
volume average of Buchert’s formalism (the average (13) with F = 1) is the
fact that the evolution equations that follow from (13) and its fluctuations lack
the “back–reaction” correlation terms that appear in Buchert’s evolution equations
[41, 42, 43]. This fact follows readily by comparing (65a)–(65b) (or (58a)–((58b)))
with the equivalent equations in Buchert’s formalism.

Using (44) to express Σ in terms of H −Hq = D(H) and the commutation rule

〈H〉̇q − 〈Ḣ〉q taken from (22), the weighed average (13) applied to the Raychaudhuri
equation (8a) yields:

〈H〉̇q[rb] = −〈H〉2q[rb]−
4π

3
〈ρ〉q[rb] + 2Qq[rb], (66)

where Qq[rb] is the back–reaction term:

Qq[rb] ≡ 〈(H− 〈H〉q)2〉q − 〈(H−Hq)2〉q = 〈[DNL(H) ]
2〉q[rb]− 〈[D(H)]

2〉q[rb] = 0,

(67)

which vanishes identically for every domain as a consequence of (41) applied to A = H
(see (C.1)–(C.3) for the proof of this result, see also [56]). Hence, (66) reduces exactly
to the FLRW Raychaudhuri equation (65a) with zero back–reaction.

It is straightforward to prove that expressing the 1+3 local scalars (7) as (61)
and (62) and applying the time derivative (22) to the Raychaudhury equation (8a)
and to the remaining 1+3 equations (8b)–(8d), yields, for any domain D[rb], the full
set of evolution equations (64a)–(65b) without any back–reaction term (just as the
substitution of (57a) and (57b) into (8b)–(8d) yields the system (58a)–((58d) without
back–reaction terms). Hence, the weighed q–average (13), either with local or non–
local fluctuations, leads to self–consistent and complete sets of evolution equations
without back–reaction. This is a completely different outcome in comparison with the
average from Buchert’s formalism 〈A〉p[rb] (notice the subindex p). Applying Buchert’s
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average to the Raychaudhuri equation (8a) yields a similar equation as (66), but with
a non–vanishing back–reaction term [41, 42, 43]

〈H〉̇p = −〈H〉2p −
4π

3
〈ρ〉p + 2Qp[rb],

with : Qp[rb] ≡ 〈(H− 〈H〉p)2〉p − 〈(H−Hq)2〉p 6= 0, (68)

while the application of Buchert’s average to the fluid flow equations (8c)–(8d) yields
similar back–reaction terms (the energy balance equation (8b) remains with the same
form). In particular, the Hamiltonian constraint (17) takes the form

〈H〉2p[rb] =
8π

3
〈ρ〉p[rb]− 〈K〉p[rb]−Qp[rb]. (69)

However, if we consider averaged scalars 〈A〉p and fluctuations constructed with this
average in the framework of Buchert’s formalism, we do not obtain a complete self–
consistent set of evolution equations unless we make extra assumptions on the back–
reaction terms [42, 43, 50].

Evidently, since invariant scalars like σabσ
ab, EabE

ab and σabE
ab are quadratic

fluctuations with respect to the q–functions ρq, Hq (which relate to the q–averages
〈ρ〉q and 〈H〉q), and not with respect to functions associated with 〈ρ〉p and 〈H〉p,
quadratic and higher order fluctuations in Buchert’s formalism are not equal to these
invariants, and thus we cannot obtain in this formalism the simple straightforward
relations between averages of these invariants and statistical moments of ρ and H of
section 6. However, we can still obtain analytic expressions for computing Buchert’s
average for these invariants. Considering that for any domain the q–average and
Buchert’s average of any scalar are related by

〈A〉q[rb] =
〈AF〉p[rb]
〈F〉p[rb]

, (70)

together with the identities (52a)–(52c) and (53a)–(53c), we can obtain the following
exact expressions for Buchert’s average of quadratic scalar contractions:

〈σabσab〉p =
〈H2 F〉p
〈F〉p

−
〈HF〉2p
〈F〉2p

− Covp(σabσ
ab, F)

〈F〉p
, (71a)

〈EabEab〉p =
32π2

3

[
〈ρ2 F〉p
〈F〉p

−
〈ρF〉2p
〈F〉2p

]
− Covp(EabE

ab, F)

〈F〉p
, (71b)

〈σabEab〉p = 8π

[
〈ρHF〉p
〈F〉p

− 〈ρF〉p〈HF〉p
〈F〉2p

]
− Covp(σabE

ab, F)

〈F〉p
, (71c)

which lead to the following appealing identities which relate the two averages of these
scalars and their correlation with the weight factor F :

〈σabσab〉q − 〈σabσab〉p =
Covp(σabσ

ab, F)

〈F〉p
, (72a)

〈EabEab〉q − 〈EabEab〉p =
Covp(EabE

ab, F)

〈F〉p
, (72b)

〈σabEab〉q − 〈σabEab〉p =
Covp(σabE

ab, F)

〈F〉p
, (72c)

where we have omitted the [rb] symbol to simplify notation and Covp is the covariance
correlation moment (42) with respect to Buchert’s average.
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9. A formalism of exact perturbations on a FLRW background.

It is evident that (as pointed out in previous work [35, 36]) the system (58a)–((58d)
has the structure of evolution equations of spherical dust perturbations (the δ(A)) on
a FLRW background (defined by the Aq). While the non–local perturbations were
not considered in these references, the same resemblance to dust perturbation holds

for systems like (64a)–(64b) and (65a)–(65b) involving 〈A〉q[rb], Aq(r) and δ
(A)
NL (r, rb).

Following the standard methodology [27, 28, 29, 63, 64], a perturbation
formalism linking a “lumpy” spacetime (LTB model) and a homogeneous “background
spacetime” (a FLRW dust model) in a domain D[r] can be defined by comparing local
LTB variables with other LTB objects that define an FLRW “background state” of
“zero order” variables by means of suitable maps. However, such maps must also deal
with gauge issues involving a specific time slicing and coordinates. Since the boundary
of every spherical comoving FLRW region can be mapped into the boundary of a
domain D[r] of an LTB model by the Darmois matching conditions (31a)–(31b), and
bearing in mind that LTB models and dust FLRW universes are both (i) spherically
symmetric, (ii) have a geodesic 4–velocity and (iii) their full dynamics reduces to scalar
modes [30, 32], a perturbation formalism associated with the q–scalars in domains D[r]
can be defined rigorously by means of maps between covariant scalars with all gauge
issues resolved.

9.1. The perturbation maps.

Let M be an LTB model and X(D[r]) the set of all covariant scalars in an arbitrary
domain D[r] of M. Let M̃ be a dust FLRW model and X̃(M̃) the set of covariant
scalars of M̃:

The local perturbation map. For every D[r] in M there exists a model
M̃ such that Aq(t, r) = Ã(t) holds for every Ã ∈ X̃(M̃) and A ∈ X(M) and
for all t. The following maps

Φ : X̃(M̃)→ X(D[r]), Ã 7→ Φ(Ã) = Aq(r) ∈ X(D[r]), (73)

δ( ) : X(D[r])→ X(D[r]), A 7→ δ(A) =
A− Φ(Ã)

Φ(Ã)
=
A−Aq
Aq

=
A− 〈A〉q
〈A〉q

,

(74)

define for every D[r] a “background state” associated with an FLRW
cosmology M̃ and local exact perturbations of scalars A obtained by
comparing them with the LTB scalars produced by the map Φ.

An analogous scalar perturbation formalism for the non–local fluctuations can be
defined along the lines of (73) and (74):

The non–local perturbation map. Let Y (D[rb]) be the set of all linear
functionals in an arbitrary fixed comoving domain D[rb] ⊂ 3T [t]. For every
FLRW covariant scalar Ã ∈ X̃(M̃) and every D[rb] the following map

ΦNL : X̃(M̃)→ Y (D[rb]), Ã 7→ 〈A〉q[rb], (75)

defines a “background state” associated with a FLRW cosmology M̃
but consisting of the functionals (13). The definition of the non–local
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perturbation of the scalar A is then the map δ
( )
NL : X̃(M̃) × X(D[rb]) →

X(D[r0])× Y (D[r0]) such that

(Ã, A) 7→ δ
(A)
NL =

A− ΦNL(Ã)

ΦNL(Ã)
=
A(r)− 〈A〉q[rb]
〈A〉q[rb]

, (76)

which provides a pointwise comparison between the real valued functions A
and their associated functionals 〈A〉q[rb] assigned to the whole domain D[rb].

It is important to emphasize that in the definitions above we distinguish between
the FLRW “background state” and the FLRW “background spacetime” M̃. As
commented in section 4.4, the former is defined by the q–scalars: {ρq, Hq Kq, Ωq}
or {〈ρ〉q[rb], 〈H〉q[rb], 〈K〉q[rb], 〈Ω〉q[rb]}, which satisfy FLRW dynamics and relate to

the FLRW scalars {ρ̃, H̃, K̃, Ω̃} of the background spacetime M̃ by continuity under
the Darmois matching conditions at an arbitrary constant r. These q–scalars are (in
the perturbation maps) the “zero order” variables, with the “first order variables”
being the local fluid flow scalars A related to the former by the perturbations δ(A) or

δ
(A)
NL .

Notice that the perturbation formalism defined by (73) and (74) is covariant
because the background variables and the perturbations (zero and first order variables)
are coordinate independent LTB objects (see sections 5 and 6). In fact, following the

Stewart–Walker lemma [27, 28, 29, 65], the perturbations δ(A) and δ
(A)
NL are also gauge

invariant (even in the usual sense of [66]) as they vanish in the FLRW spacetime M̃
associated with the background state through (73) and (74).

9.2. LTB models as exact perturbations.

As opposed to the conventional approach to perturbations, either the traditional
one with gauge invariant variables [63, 64, 66] or the covariant formalism of Ellis
et al [27, 28, 29]), the perturbations that emerge from (73)–(74) and (75)–(76) are
exact (not approximate) quantities, and thus do not lead to some unknown “near
FLRW” space-time on the basis of a linearization process (though a rigorous linear

limit can be defined, see section 12). Instead, the {Aq, δ(A)} or the {〈A〉q[r0], δ
(A)
NL }

with A = ρ, H, Ω, K express a known class of spacetimes (generic LTB models) as
exact spherical perturbations on an abstract FLRW background state defined by LTB
objects: the Aq along all domains D[r] with varying boundary or the 〈A〉q[rb] at a
fixed domain. Evidently, these perturbation formalisms are special in the sense that
they preserve the spherical symmetry and the dust source of the FLRW background.
However, these formalisms are applicable to any space-time compatible with an LTB
metric in the comoving frame and having an anisotropic fluid source [36], and can be
readily generalized for the non–spherical Szekeres dust models [62].

10. Confined perturbations, Swiss cheese models and asymptotic
perturbations.

In the definitions (73)–(74) and (75)–(76) we assumed domains D[r] or D[rb] with r
and rb finite. As we show below, the resulting perturbations can also be considered
in the asymptotic case when rb →∞.
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Figure 1. Local confined fluctuations. The fluctuations D(A) (thick vertical
lines) follow by pointwise comparison of the scalars A and Aq along r in an
arbitrary time slice 3T [t]. Clump and void profiles are displayed in panels (a)–
(b) and ( c)–(d), the case of a Swiss cheese model matched to a FLRW region
at r = rb is displayed in panels (b) and (d). Notice how in these latter cases
D(A) = 0 at r = rb, thus forcing Aq(rb) = A(rb), which explains the “humps”
and “bags” in the radial profile of A.

10.1. Perturbations confined in comoving domains.

As long as r and rb are finite, we are considering perturbations that are confined
in arbitrary bounded comoving domains of an LTB model. Depending on whether
we perform a smooth match with a FLRW spacetime or not we have the following
possibilities:

• There is no matching with FLRW (see panels (a) and ( c) of figures 1, 2
and 3). The perturbation describes the dynamics of the domain D[r] or D[rb]
with respect to a FLRW background state defined by (73) or (75), which is
a fictitious reference FLRW dust model M̃ (the background spacetime) whose
scalars Ã match (via Darmois matching conditions) the zero order variables Aq(r)
or 〈A〉q[rb]. Notice that:

– The fictitious reference FLRW dust model M̃ is necessarily different for
different domains.

– First order quantities like A and the gradients A′ and A′q (A = ρ, H, K, Ω)
are not continuous at the domain boundaries r or rb. See section 4.4 and
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Figure 2. Non–local confined fluctuations. The panels display (as in figure
1) clump and void profiles with and without a Swiss cheese matching to a FLRW
region at r = rb in an arbitrary time slice 3T [t]. The non–local fluctuations
DNL(A) (the arrows) compare local values of A(r) with the average 〈A〉q [rb] (thick
line) assigned to the whole domain D[rb] (shaded region). Notice (as in figure 1)
that DNL(A) only vanishes at r = rb if there is a Swiss cheese matching (panels
(b) and (d)).

panels (a) and ( c) of figures 1, 2 and 3.

• Swiss cheese holes smoothly matched to a FLRW region (see panels
(b) and (d) of figures 1, 2 and 3). The perturbation describes the dynamics of
a comoving domain D[rb] with respect to a background state that in this case
corresponds to the actual (non–fictitious) FLRW background spacetime matched
at r = rb (under conditions (31a)–(31c)). Notice that:

– The resulting spacetime is a compound Swiss cheese configuration consisting
of an LTB section (confined in D[rb]) described by zero order variables Aq

and their perturbations δ(A) or δ
(A)
NL , and the FLRW background spacetime

that extends for r > rb. The FLRW dust model M̃ is necessarily different
for different domains D[rb].

– Darmois matching conditions only require the zero order quantities Aq and
〈A〉q[rb] to be continuous at rb, though it is always possible to demand (as
extra conditions) that the local scalars A and the gradients A′ and A′q (which

are first order quantities related to δ(A) via (35)) be also continuous at
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rb. These extra conditions imply that the fluctuations and perturbations
themselves vanish at rb (see section 4.4 and panels b and d of figures 1, 2
and 3).

10.2. Asymptotic perturbations.

The application of the perturbation maps (73)–(74) and (75)–(76) to the asymptotic
limit r → ∞ or rb → ∞ depends on the convergence of LTB scalars and their
associated q–scalars along radial rays (i.e. curves xa = `δar , where ` =

∫
grrdr is

the proper radial length), which are spacelike geodesics of the metric (1) and of the
slices 3T [t] with metric hab. As shown in [39], `(r) is a positive monotonic function in
regular LTB models, and thus the asymptotic limit r →∞ corresponds to `→∞.

The radial asymptotic behavior of LTB models is determined by the following
asymptotic limits for the scalars A = ρ, H, K, Ω: +

lim
r→∞

A(r) = lim
r→∞

Aq(r) = lim
rb→∞

〈A〉q[rb] =

 A∞(t) 6= 0, Asymptotically FLRW

0, Asymptotically Minkowski.
(77)

These limits correspond to q–averages for increasingly large domains up to the
situation in which D[r] or D[rb] become the whole slice 3T [t], and thus, we can
speak of the q–average of a whole LTB model (instead of the q–average of confined
domains of an LTB model). We look at the perturbations for asymptotically FLRW
and Minkowski models separately below.

• Asymptotically FLRW models (see figure 4). As a consequence of (74) and
(77) local perturbations vanish asymptotically in these models:

lim
r→∞

δ(A)(r) = 0. (78)

However, (76) and (77) lead for non–local perturbations to the following non–
trivial nonzero asymptotic limit:

lim
rb→∞

δ
(A)
NL (r, rb) =

A(r)−A∞(t)

A∞(t)
=
A(r)− Ã(t)

Ã(t)
, r finite, (79)

which keeps their interpretation of a “contrast” between local values A(r) and the
domain average, with the difference that the average now corresponds to a domain
that encompasses the whole slice 3T [t] and coincides with the corresponding
scalars A∞(t) = Ã(t) of an asymptotic FLRW background state defined by
(75). As a consequence, we can rigorously state that the q–average of every LTB
model of this class is exactly the FLRW background spacetime M̃. Asymptotic
fluctuations and perturbations for a model converging to FLRW are illustrated
by figure 4.

• Asymptotically Minkowski models. By looking at (76) it is evident that

non–local perturbations δ
(A)
NL cannot be defined in the asymptotic limit for these

LTB models, since in general A(r) 6= 0 for finite r and thus the ratio A/〈A〉q[rb]
diverges as 〈A〉q[rb] → 0 in the limit rb → ∞. However, local perturbations δ(A)

defined by (74) are not affected by the radial convergence to a Minkowski vacuum

+ LTB models can only converge in the asymptotic radial regime to FLRW dust models with zero or
negative spatial curvature, not positive. Models convergent to Minkowski can converge to a section
of Minkowski parametrized by Milne coordinates or by non–standard curvilinear coordinates. In the
Milne case ρq , Ωq → 0 but Hq , Kq tend to nonzero values (see [39]).
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because, as shown in [39], both A→ 0 and Aq → 0 hold as r →∞ but their ratio
A/Aq is finite in this limit, and thus the δ(A) in (74) are well defined. The only
difference with asymptotically FLRW models is that the δ(A) tend (in general) to
nonzero constant values as r →∞ (see [39]).

11. Comparison between local and non–local perturbations.

Since the perturbations δ(A) and the δ
(A)
NL are different objects, they provide a different

measure of the inhomogeneity or “deviation” of an LTB model from a FLRW Universe:

• The δ(A) measure this deviation through local comparison of A(r) with the
characteristic FLRW scalar Aq(r) = 〈A〉q[r] at every r, and is related (via (35))
to radial gradients of Aq and A and (via (49a)–(49b)) to the ratio of Weyl to Ricci
curvature and anisotropic to isotropic expansion. See figures 1 and 3.

• The δ
(A)
NL measure the deviation from FLRW though the notion of the “contrast”

between local values of A(r) inside an arbitrary but fixed comoving domain
(0 ≤ r < rb) and a value 〈A〉q[rb] that can be associated to the equivalent FLRW

scalar Ã(t) = 〈A〉q[rb] that characterizes the whole domain. In the asymptotic

limit rb →∞ so that Ã(t) = A∞(t), these perturbations provide the contrast with
respect to the FLRW spacetime to which the LTB model converges asymptotically.
See figures 2 and 3.

We examine below how these differences relate to the shape of the radial profile of
a scalar at an arbitrary 3T [t] and the signs and magnitudes (“amplitude”) of the
perturbations.

11.1. Signs of the perturbations vs type of radial profiles.

Consider a scalar A whose radial profile is monotonic throughout a given domain ∗.
Then, following (23), the clump/void profiles are defined by

Clump profile A′ ≤ 0 ⇒ A′q ≤ 0 ⇒ A ≤ Aq, (80a)

Void profile A′ ≥ 0 ⇒ A′q ≥ 0 ⇒ A ≥ Aq, (80b)

where A(0) = Aq(0) = Ac and A′(0) = A′q(0) = 0 and we have assumed absence of
shell crossings and singular layers (hence R′ > 0 holds everywhere or it has a common
same order zero with A′ and A′q [39, 40]). The relation between the signs of the
perturbations and the profile type follows from (35) (it can also be seen in figures 1,
2 and 3):

• Local perturbations:

sign(δ(A)) = sign(A′q) ⇒

 clump profile : δ(A) ≤ 0,

void profile : δ(A) ≥ 0.
(81)

∗ Such domains always exist for rb finite, even if A is not monotonic for values r > rb. The nature
and evolution of radial profiles of LTB scalars were examined extensively in reference [40]. In general,
density void profiles are fully compatible with regularity conditions (absence of shell crossings) for
hyperbolic models, but not for elliptic or parabolic ones. Also, for models with a non–simultaneous
big bang (t′bb 6= 0, nonzero decaying modes) density void profiles always emerge from initial clump
profiles after a transition (“profile inversion”), whereas a density void profile exists for all the time
evolution only in models with a simultaneous bang (zero decaying modes). A profile inversion of
the expansion scalar H necessarily occurs in elliptic models but not in hyperbolic ones (see [40] for
further detail).
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• Non–local perturbations:
Finite domains D[rb] and Swiss cheese holes. The sign relations in (80a) and
(80b) imply that there always exists a value r̄ = y < rb such that A(y) = Aq(rb) =

〈A〉q[rb], and thus we have from (39): δ
(A)
NL (y, rb) = 0. Since Ac > 〈A〉q[rb] holds

in clump profiles and Ac < 〈A〉q[rb] in void profiles, then δ
(A)
NL changes sign as

follows (see panels (b) and (d) of figures 2 and 3):

Clump: δ
(A)
NL > 0 for 0 ≤ r̄ < y, δ

(A)
NL < 0 for y < r̄ < rb, (82a)

Void: δ
(A)
NL < 0 for 0 ≤ r̄ < y, δ

(A)
NL > 0 for y < r̄ < rb, (82b)

Asymptotic background (see figure 4). In the limit rb → ∞ we have A →
A∞ , 〈A〉q[rb]→ A∞ and D[rb]→ 3T [t], hence for all r:

Clump: A > A∞ δ
(A)
NL > 0, (83a)

Void: A < A∞ δ
(A)
NL < 0, (83b)

Comparing the sign relations in (81) with those in (82a)–(82b) and (83a)–(83b) clearly

indicates that non–local perturbations δ
(A)
NL have the expected intuitive signs that we

tend to infer for perturbations through the familiar notion of a “density contrast” with
respect to a fiducial (or background) FLRW density value ρ̃: an over–density (clump)
is a positive perturbation because local density is larger than ρ̃, while an under–density
(void) is a negative perturbation because ρ̃ is smaller than local density, which we can
now identify with 〈ρ〉q[rb] or its asymptotic limit ρ∞ . In fact, as shown in figures 2, 3
and 4, this intuitive notion of a “contrast” can be applied to all covariant scalars, not
just the density. On the other hand, the “gradient” based local perturbations δ(A)

have the opposite sign to the intuitively expected one and thus are more abstract and
counter–intuitive (see figures 3 and 4).

11.2. Amplitudes.

The difference between the perturbations δ(A) and δ
(A)
NL can also be understood in

terms of the notion of “amplitude” often introduced in the context of simple intuitive
Newtonian [67] and relativistic [3, 4, 10] perturbations. In order to illustrate this point
we consider an asymptotic perturbation in an LTB model converging radially to FLRW
(as in figure 4), so that for all A we have along the slices 3T [t] the asymptotically
FLRW behavior of (77):

lim
rb→∞

A(rb) = lim
rb→∞

〈A〉q[rb] = A∞(t) = Ã(t) 6= 0, (84)

where Ã(t) is the A scalar for the asymptotic FLRW state (see figure 4). Assuming
for simplicity a monotonic profile, then without loosing generality we can express any
A in any complete slice 3T [t] (not intersecting a singularity) in terms of a “contrast
amplitude” φA as

A = A∞ [1 + φ
A
f(r)] , with φ

A
≡ δ(A)

NL (0,∞) = lim
rb→∞

[
Ac

〈A〉q[rb]
− 1

]
=

Ac
A∞

− 1,

(85)

where Ac = A(t, 0) = Aq(t, 0) and f is a smooth non–negative function satisfying
fc = f(0) = 1 and f ′(0) = 0, as well as f(r), f ′(r) → 0 as r → ∞. Since we can
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Figure 3. Confined perturbations. The panels display the local and non–

local perturbations (δ(A) and δ
(A)
NL ) for the radial profiles displayed in figures 1

and 2. Notice that both types of perturbations vanish at r = rb when there is a

Swiss cheese matching (panels (b) and (d)). Notice also that δ(A) and δ
(A)
NL have

opposite signs around the center.

always choose at any 3T [t] the radial coordinate as R = r, so that R2R′dr = r2dr,
the form (85) implies from (13) and (18)

Aq(r) = A∞ [1 + φAfq(r)] , fq(r) = 〈f〉q[r] =

∫ r
0
f r̄2dr̄∫ r

0
r̄2dr̄

, (86)

while (34), (39) and (63) yield

δ
(A)
NL = φ

A
f δ(A) =

(f − fq)φA
1 + φA fq

, (87)

which illustrate the following basic features:

• The contrast amplitude φ
A

obeys a simple linear relation with the more intuitive

non–local perturbations δ
(A)
NL , but its relation with local perturbations δ(A) is

non–linear. This is consistent with the fact that the latter perturbations are less
intuitive than the former.

• Both perturbations vanish in the domain boundary r → ∞ where the
correspondence with the FLRW background occurs, but their behavior at the

center is different: δ
(A)
NL (0,∞) = φ

A
6= 0 (in general) while δ(A)(0) = 0 (see figure

4).
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Figure 4. Asymptotic fluctuations and perturbations. Panels (a) and (b)
correspond to a clump profile, while ( c) and (d) depict a void profile. Since the
domain encompasses a whole time slice 3T [t], non–local fluctuations compare local
values of A(r) with the global average 〈A〉q [rb]→ A∞ in the limit rb →∞, which

is equal to the corresponding scalar Ã(t) of the FLRW asymptotic state. Non–

local perturbations δ
(A)
NL yield the “contrast” between local values of A and this

average. The amplitude of the perturbation is φA, while ψA depicts the maximal

value of the local perturbation δ(A). Notice that δ
(A)
NL is positive/negative for the

clump/void, while δ(A) has opposite signs. Also, both perturbations vanish as
r →∞.

• The relation between the signs of the perturbations and the type of profile can
also be given in terms of the amplitude:

Clump profile: Ac > A∞ , φ
A
> 0, δ

(A)
NL > 0 but δ(A) < 0, (88a)

Void profile: Ac < A∞ , φ
A
< 0, δ

(A)
NL < 0 but δ(A) > 0. (88b)

where we used the fact that (by construction) f ′ ≤ 0 so that the sign relations
(80a)–(80b) imply f − fq ≤ 0 and the sign of δ(A) is the opposite of the sign of
φA.

Evidently, the convention whereby a clump or void (i.e. overdensity or underdensity
when A = ρ) respectively correspond to positive or negative contrast follows from the

sign of the amplitude contrast embodied in δ
(A)
NL , and is more intuitive and easier to

follow than the complicated relation between radial gradients A′q associated with δ(A).
However, in spite of their differences in signs when referred to clump/void

radial profiles, the deviation form homogeneity (FLRW conditions) can be traced

effectively with both types of perturbations, δ
(A)
NL and δ(A), because there is a consistent
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Figure 5. Magnitudes of local and non–local perturbations. The graph
depicts the monotonic non–linear relation between the amplitude, φA, of non–local
perturbations and the maximal value of the local perturbation, ψA (see figure
4), which shows that both perturbations provide a self–consistent qualitatively
analogous description of the deviation from FLRW. Only for small amplitudes
|φA| � 1 the relation is linear.

monotonic relation between their magnitudes (their maximal/minimal value in a given

domain) and the amplitude φA. For the non–local perturbations δ
(A)
NL the amplitude

φ
A

coincides with their extremal value, which occurs at the center r = 0 (for domains
with monotonic f . For local perturbations the relation between φA and the extrema
of δ(A) (denoted by ψ

A
, see figure 4) is more complicated, as the latter may occur for

different values of r for different slices 3T [t] and depends on the choice of f . Since
a result for a general f is hard to find, we consider the special form f = (1 + rn)−1

where n > 0 (the results are qualitatively analogous for all other forms). The result,
shown in figure 5, illustrates the non–linear monotonic relation between ψ

A
and φA.

Hence, both types of perturbations provide a consistent estimate of the deviation
from homogeneity of the models in which larger values of |φA| correspond to larger

magnitudes of δ(A) and δ
(A)
NL .

12. Linear limit.

While the δ(A) and the δ
(A)
NL are exact quantities that need not be “small’ and do

not comply with linear evolution equations, we can expect (intuitively) that they
should somehow reduce to linear dust perturbations (in the comoving gauge) when
their magnitudes (i.e. amplitudes) are small. A more rigorous way to examine their
connection to linear perturbations of dust sources follows by constructing second order

equations for δ(ρ) and δ
(ρ)
NL :

• Local perturbations. We differentiate both sides of (58a) and use the remaining
equations (58b)–(58d) to eliminate all derivatives except δ̈(ρ) and δ̇(ρ), leading to:

δ̈(ρ) − 2 [δ̇(ρ)]2

1 + δ(ρ)
+ 2Hq δ̇(ρ) − 4πρq δ

(ρ)
(

1 + δ(ρ)
)

= 0, (89)

• Non–local perturbations. We follow the same procedure as above:

differentiate (64a) and use (64b)–(65b) to rewrite it in factors of δ̇
(A)
NL and δ

(A)
NL .
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Considering asymptotic backgrounds (rb →∞) yields:

δ̈
(ρ)
NL −

2 [δ̇
(ρ)
NL ]2

1 + δ
(ρ)
NL

+ 4 (6H∞ − 4Hq) δ̇(ρ)
NL −

[
4πρ∞δ

(ρ)
NL + 6 (Hq −H∞)

2
] (

1 + δ
(ρ)
NL

)
= 0,

(90)

which holds for confined domains by replacing ρ∞ , H∞ with 〈ρ〉q[rb], 〈H〉q[rb].

We remark that both (89) and (90) are exact non–linear equations for δ(ρ) or δ
(ρ)
NL

(equations similar to (89) have been obtained in [68, 69] for Szekeres models). Also,
notice that (89) and (90) coincide as r → ∞ for asymptotic perturbations and as
r → rb for confined domains D[rb].

In general there is no reason to assume that the amplitudes φA or their time
derivatives φ̇A are small in a generic LTB model subjected to non–linear evolution
equations, but if in a given range of t we have |φA| � 1 then the relation between

both δ(A) and δ
(A)
NL with φA should become similar. This can be seen by expanding for

|φA| � 1 in the non–linear relation in (87) between the δ(A) and the amplitude φA:

δ(A) ≈ (f − fq)φA +O(φ2
A), (91)

so that the δ(A) become linear on φA (as the δ
(A)
NL ), and thus the magnitudes of δ(A)

and δ
(A)
NL are both proportional to φA because 0 < f ≤ 1 and the fluctuations f−fq are

bounded. As a consequence, if |φA| � 1 both perturbations are of the same order in

φ
A

, and thus both comply with |δ(A)| � 1 and |δ(A)
NL | � 1 and the time evolution

of δ(A) must be the same as that of δ
(A)
NL at leading order in φ

A
. In particular,

if we take A = ρ, H, the linearity conditions |φ
ρ
| � 1 and |φH | � 1 imply that

|δ(ρ)| � 1, |δ(ρ)
NL | � 1 and |δ(H)| � 1, |δ(H)

NL | � 1 hold, and thus |δ̇(ρ)| � 1, |δ̇(ρ)
NL | � 1

also holds (from (58c) and (64a)). Therefore, we also have ρq ≈ ρ∞ ≈ ρ and
Hq ≈ H∞ ≈ H (the same relations hold for finite domains by replacing ρ∞ , H∞

with 〈ρ〉q[r0], 〈H〉q[r0]). Considering all these implications, if |φA| � 1 the second
order evolution equations (89) and (90) becomes at order φ

A

δ̈(ρ) + 2H∞ δ̇(ρ) − 4πρ∞ = 0, (92)

which is formally identical to the evolution equation for gauge invariant linear density
perturbations of a dust source around a FLRW background characterized by ρ∞ , H∞

(or 〈ρ〉q[rb], 〈H〉q[rb] for bounded domains) in the comoving gauge [67, 70], which for
dust is a synchronous gauge as well.

13. Gravitational entropy.

A gravitational entropy functional has been proposed by Buchert et al. [42, 57, 58, 59],
as an application of the Kullback–Leibler functional of Information Theory to
spacetimes with inhomogeneous dust sources. While Buchert and coworkers defined
this functional with the standard proper volume average (i.e. (13) with F = 1), as
this is the scalar average of Buchert’s formalism, we consider here the same functional
with the weighed q–average (13) with F 6= 1. Hence, our approach will yield different
theoretical connections.

Following Buchert et al, we can define the Kullback–Leibler entropy functional in
terms of the q–average over a domain D[r0] as

S − Seq = γ0

∫
D[rb]

ρ ln

[
ρ

〈ρ〉q[rb]

]
FdVp = γ0

〈
ρ ln

ρ

〈ρ〉q[rb]

〉
q

[rb]Vq(rb), (93)
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with : Vq =

∫
D[rb]

F dVp =
4π

3
R3(rb), (94)

where Seq = Seq(rb), and we have introduced the constant γ0 = k
B
/(mc2), with k

B

being the Boltzmann’s and m a particle mass, so that S − Seq has units of entropy.
If we define the entropy current associated with (93) as Sa = ρ (S − Seq)u

a, then
by considering the rest mass density conservation law (8b) we obtain the following
entropy balance law:

∇aSa ≥ 0 ⇒ Ṡ ≥ 0, (95)

which allows us to identify the inhomogeneity measured by ρ(r) 6= 〈ρ〉q[rb] as the

source of gravitational entropy production (Ṡ > 0) in arbitrary domains D[rb] of LTB
models, with equilibrium states complying with Ṡ = 0, S = Seq and corresponding to:

• FLRW models as the homogeneous subset (particular case) of LTB models for
which ρ(r) = 〈ρ〉q[rb] holds for all r, rb, t.

• specific boundaries of generic LTB models, such as:

– The center worldline (in models admitting a regular center) corresponding
to the case rb = 0, since ρ(t, 0) = ρq(t, 0) holds for all t [39, 40, 56].

– Asymptotic boundary r → ∞ along radial rays of time slices 3T [t] of LTB
models radially converging to a FLRW state (see section 10.2 and [39]), for
which both ρ and ρq tend to the same value ρ∞ = ρ̃(t) in this limit (see figure
4).

– The boundary r = rb (for all t) of Swiss cheese holes in domains D[rb]
smoothly matched with a FLRW region when the extra conditions (32) are
imposed, so that ρ(rb) = ρq(rb) holds (see sections 4.4 and 10.1, and panels

(b) and (d) of figures 1, 2 and 3). Evidently Ṡ = 0 holds for all t in the
FLRW region r > rb.

We remark that in all the equilibrium states listed above we have δ(ρ) = δ
(ρ)
NL = 0, and

thus entropy production is closely related with nonzero density perturbations. For the
remaining of this section we will assume domains such that Ṡ 6= 0 holds.

In order to evaluate Ṡ, we apply the time derivative commutation rule (22) to
(93), leading after some algebraic manipulation to the same relation between Ṡ and
the non–commutativity of the time derivative and the average found in [57, 58, 59]:

Ṡ(rb)

γ0Vq(rb)
= 〈ρ̇〉q[rb]− 〈ρ〉̇q[rb], (96)

which, with the help of (22) and (42), can be related to the negative statistical
correlation of fluctuations of ρ and H, given by the covariance momentum with respect
to the q–averages of these variables in a domain D[rb]:

Ṡ

Vq
= −3γ0 [ 〈ρH〉q − 〈ρ〉q〈H〉q ] = −3γ0Covq(ρ,H) = −3γ0〈D(ρ) D(H)〉q ≥ 0, (97)

so that:

Covq(ρ,H) = 〈D(H)D(ρ)〉q[rb] < 0 ⇒ Ṡ(rb) > 0, (98)

where we have applied (42) to replace non–local fluctuations with local ones (see proof
in Appendix C). Considering (5)–(6), (44), (46c) and (52c), condition (98) can be given
in terms of the q–average of a scalar invariant by:

〈σabEab〉q[rb] < 0 ⇒ Ṡ(rb) > 0, (99)
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which is a very elegant way to connect (93) with an unequivocal and completely
coordinate independent marker of inhomogeneity, as it contains contributions from
density and velocity fluctuations. Notice that, as consequence of (97)–(99), the

condition Ṡ = 0 in equilibrium states implies δ(ρ) = δ
(ρ)
NL = δ(H) = δ

(H)
NL = 0, and

thus perturbations of all q–scalars necessarily vanish in these states.
As pointed out by Buchert et al in [57, 58, 59] (who also obtained the relations (97)

and (98) but not (99)), a negative correlation of the density and Hubble fluctuations
seems to be consistent with the intuitive behavior of gravitational clustering processes
in structure formation scenarios: over/under dense regions tend to contract/expand
as density increases/decreases. However, this intuitive behavior occurs in the time
evolution, not (necessarily) in domains along time slices where averages are computed.
Therefore, as much as (98) is an intuitively appealing and elegant proposition (in view
of (99)), it is not a priori evident that we will obtain the desired negative sign of
D(ρ)D(H) when actually computing the fluctuations. Since verifying (98) in arbitrary
domains of generic inhomogeneous LTB models is a comprehensive task that is beyond
the scope of this paper, and thus will be accomplished in a future separate article [71],
we provide in this section a guideline on how this verification can be accomplished, as
well as some preliminary results (listed in the following section).

Testing (98) involves computing radial integrals of quantities whose explicit radial
dependence is not known (and thus must be done numerically). However, we can infer
the fulfillment of (98) by means of the following sufficient (but not necessary) condition
that can be evaluated at the boundary of every domain r = r0:

D(H)D(ρ) = [H(rb)−Hq(rb) ][ ρ(rb)− ρq(rb) ] < 0 ⇒ Ṡ(rb) > 0, (100)

where we used (42) (see its proof in (C.6)–(C.7)) to be able to consider the fluctuations
evaluated at the boundary r = rb of a fixed but arbitrary domain. Considering (23)
and (24), the product of these fluctuations is

D(H)D(ρ) =
ρ′q(rb)H′q(rb)

[V ′q(rb)/V ′q(rb)]2
=

1

V2
q (rb)

∫ rb

0

ρ′ Vq dr̄

∫ rb

0

H′ Vq dr̄, (101)

and thus condition (100) can be given directly in terms of the correlation of the radial
gradients of the density and the Hubble expansion scalar: ]

ρ′q(rb)H′q(rb) < 0 ⇒ Ṡ(rb) > 0, (102)

or (from (35)) in terms of the local perturbations δ(ρ), δ(H):

δ(ρ)(rb) δ
(H)(rb) < 0 ⇒ Ṡ(rb) > 0. (103)

Either one of (102) or (103) allows us to test (at least qualitatively) the fulfillment
of Ṡ > 0 in arbitrary domains of generic LTB models by means of the analytic and
qualitative results derived in [56, 39, 40]. We summarize in the next section some
preliminary results (further results and more detail will be provided in [71]).

Besides the balance law (95), it is useful to compute time concavity/convexity of
S given by the sign of S̈, which follows readily by applying (22) to (97):

S̈

Vq
=

9γ0

2

〈
ρ[D(H)]2 +

2

3
HqD(ρ)D(H) +

4π

9
[D(ρ)]2

〉
q

] The condition ρ′(r)H′(r) < 0 is also a sufficient condition if it holds for the full integration range
0 < r < rb in the integrals in (101). On the other hand, conditions (102) and (103) only need to
be evaluated at rb. Notice that for monotonic profiles ρ′(rb) < 0 and ρ′(rb) > 0 respectively imply
ρ′q(rb) < 0 and ρ′q(rb) > 0, but the converses are false, see [40].
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Figure 6. Time slices and the expanding and collapsing singularities.
The figure displays time slices t1, t2, t3, t4 (long dashed horizontal lines) in the
(t, r) plane and the worldline of a comoving layer r = constant (short dashed
vertical line) evolving from the a non–simultaneous big bang (thick lower curve
tbb(r)) towards the collapsing singularity (thick upper curve tcoll(r)) in an elliptic
model. For t1, t2 we have necessarilyH′q < 0 and ρ′q < 0, whereas we haveH′q > 0
and ρ′q < 0 for t1, t2. Therefore, conditions (102) and (103) hold for slices near
tcoll but fails for slices near tbb. The latter failure also occurs in hyperbolic models
with non–simultaneous big bang that lack a collapsing singularity.

=
3γ0

4

〈
ρ σabσ

ab +
1

2π
HqσabEab +

1

4π
EabE

ab

〉
q

, (104)

where we used (8a)–(8b), (44), (57b)–(57b) and (58a)–(58b) to eliminate the derivatives
ρ̇, ρ̇q, Ḣ, Ḣq and Σ in terms of fluctuations D(ρ), D(H).

14. Conclusion and summary.

We have considered the q–average (the scalar average defined by (13)) in spherical
comoving domains D[r] for the study of generic LTB models and their properties.
This average generalizes the standard proper volume average of Buchert’s formalism
by the presence of a non–trivial weight factor, F , that is suitable for these models
(Buchert’s average corresponds to the case F = 1). By applying the q–average to
LTB covariant scalars A, we obtained new dynamical variables (q–scalars) that can
be defined as functionals 〈A〉q[rb] (the average is assigned to a whole fixed but arbitrary
domain) or as functions Aq (q–functions that depend on the average for domains with
varying boundaries). The q–scalars are covariant, as they are expressible in terms of
curvature invariants (see section 6), and also have very special and useful properties.
Specifically, the q–scalars that are common with FLRW models (Aq and 〈A〉q[rb] for
A = ρ, H, K, Ω) identically satisfy FLRW fluid flow dynamics and their analytic forms
mimic FLRW expressions that are commonly used in LTB void models that probe the
possibility of explaining observations without resorting to dark energy (section 4.3).
Also, the q–scalars determine (via Darmois matching conditions) a unique FLRW
background state (section 4.4) that can be either a fictitious reference FLRW model
that is different for each domain, or an actual background FLRW spacetime if a domain
D[rb] is smoothly matched to a FLRW region. Fluctuations and perturbations of the
q–scalars can be defined by comparing them with non–averaged (i.e. local) covariant
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scalars. These fluctuations and perturbations are local (D(A), δ(A)) or non–local

(DNL(A), δ
(A)
NL ), depending on whether they are, respectively, defined for q–scalars

that are functions or functionals. The following results are worth highlighting:

• All proper tensors (curvature and kinematic) characteristic of LTB models are
expressible by linear combinations of gab, u

b and the common eigenframe of the
shear and electric Weyl tensors (eab ), with coefficients given by the q–scalars
A = ρq, Hq, Kq, Ωq and their relative local fluctuations (local perturbations)
δ(ρ), δ(H), δ(K), δ(Ω). In particular, all curvature tensors are expressible in terms
of these linear combinations with coefficients given by the Ricci scalar R and its
local fluctuations D(R) (section 6).

• Quadratic local fluctuations of ρ and H are equal to invariants that follow from
contractions of the tensors involved in the dynamics of LTB models: the Ricci,
electric Weyl and shear tensors. The q–averages of these fluctuations (local and
non–local) are equal to statistical moments (variance, correlation and standard
deviation) of ρ and H (see section 6).

• Local perturbations δ(A) provide an elegant and invariant characterization of
inhomogeneity in terms of the ratio of Weyl to Ricci curvature: Ψ2/R, where
Ψ2 is the only nonzero Newman–Penrose conformal invariant and R is the Ricci
scalar, whereas relative Hubble scalar fluctuations δ(H) do so in terms of the
ratio of anisotropic vs. isotropic expansion: Σ/H, where Σ is the eigenvalue of
the shear tensor. All q–scalars can be given in terms of these scalar invariants
(section 6).

• The evolution equations for the q–scalars and their perturbations (local and non–
local) completely determine the dynamics of the models, and thus provide an
alternative to the use of analytic solutions in the study and applications of the
models. Although the resulting systems involve PDE’s, they contain only time
derivatives and the constraints are purely algebraic in nature and preserved in
time. Hence, these equations can be treated effectively as ODE’s (section 7).

• The basic difference with the standard proper volume average of Buchert’s
formalism is the absence of back–reaction correlation terms in the evolution
equations associated with q–averages and their perturbations. Also, the relation
between the averages of quadratic and higher order fluctuations and averages of
scalar invariants and statistical moments of ρ andH does not occur with Buchert’s
average. We derive exact expressions for the Buchert’s average of quadratic scalar
invariants (see section 8).

• Since the q–variables behave effectively as FLRW scalars and their perturbations
convey for every domain the (exact) deviation from FLRW dynamics, we can
rigorously re–interpret LTB dynamics as the dynamics of exact spherical dust
perturbations on a FLRW background defined by the q–scalars. As mentioned
before, this background state is an abstract reference background defined at every
domain by the continuity of the q–scalars under Darmois matching conditions
(31a)–(31c). It is an actual FLRW spacetime only if a smooth matching with a
FLRW region is considered in the context of “Swiss cheese” models (section 9).

• Both local and non–local fluctuations and perturbations can be either confined in
a given domain D[rb] (with or without assuming a “Swiss cheese” configuration
through a matching with a FLRW region, see figures 1, 2 and 3), or an asymptotic
perturbation for the case when D[rb] becomes the whole time slice 3T [t] in the
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limit rb → ∞ (see figure 4). The choice between confined and asymptotic
perturbations depends on the boundary conditions of the specific problem or
application that we may work out with LTB models. Confined perturbations
(local or non–local) without a matching with FLRW are practical because they
are easily applicable to study the inhomogeneity pattern of any generic LTB
configuration, but are more abstract because the FLRW background state is
a fictitious reference spacetime that changes for each domain. Swiss cheese
configurations are more intuitive because the background state is a single (and
non–fictitious) FLRW spacetime. They are useful if we wish to describe various
inhomogeneous regions, as in Swiss cheese void models used to fit observations,
but as as illustrated by panels (b) and (d) of figures 1, 2 and 3, their intuitiveness is
offset by the artificial need to impose continuity of the perturbations (which must
vanish in a non–ficticiuos background at finite radius). Asymptotic perturbations
are more natural, and also practical if the radial profile of the scalars rapidly
converges to a given set of FLRW values.

• The local perturbations provide a measure of inhomogeneity through the
local magnitude of the radial gradients of covariant scalars, while non–local
perturbations do so through the familiar notion of the “contrast” between local
values of these scalars and a reference FLRW value defined as a q–average for
each fixed whole domain, or for the whole slice in the asymptotic limit. Even
if their evolution equations are more complicated, non–local perturbations are
more intuitive than local ones, as they allow us to associate over and under
densities with (respectively) positive or negative density amplitudes, while local
perturbations yield the opposite sign. We have illustrated these points through
the notion of the “amplitude” of the perturbations (see sections 10 and 11 and
figure 5).

• The definition of non–local perturbations δ
(A)
NL by the maps (75) and (76) provide

(through the q–average and its relation to kinematic and curvature invariants)
a rigorous and coordinate independent interpretation for simple examples of
perturbations that are based on the notion of a contrast with respect to a FLRW
background. These simple contrast perturbations are frequently introduced as
ansatzes in many text–book and articles, for example, in the context of simple
Newtonian models of structure formation (the “top hat” or “spherical collapse
model” [67]) but also in linear perturbations [70] and in astrophysical applications
of LTB models (see examples in [3, 4, 10]).

• Both local and non–local perturbations yield in the linear limit the familiar dust
perturbations of linear theory in the comoving (or isochronous) gauge (section
12).

As a quick application, we examined in section 13 the definition of gravitational
entropy based on the Liebler–Kullback functional from Information Theory, which has
been proposed by Buchert and coworkers [42, 57, 58, 59]. Considering this functional
as given in terms of q–averages yields the same conjecture obtained in these references,
namely: a relation should exist between positive entropy production (Ṡ > 0) and a
negative correlation between fluctuations of ρ and H. However, testing this conjecture
is easier if we use q–averages, since: Ṡ is proportional to the q–average of the scalar
invariant σabE

ab, and also 〈ρ〉q and 〈H〉q are expressible in closed analytic forms and
the evolution equations for their fluctuations and perturbations (sections 7 and 8)
do not involve complicated back–reaction terms. Hence, we were able to obtain the
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sufficient conditions for Ṡ > 0 in terms of closed analytic expressions, such as (102)
and (103), that can be tested in arbitrary domains of generic LTB models (a task that
will be accomplished in future work [71]). Meanwhile, as “food for thought” we list
the following preliminary results:

Entropy production is positive. Conditions (102) and (103) hold in the following
cases:

• Late time evolution of elliptic models (see (A.3)) in time slices near the
collapsing singularity. This result can be justified by qualitative arguments
(see figure 6).

• Asymptotic time evolution (t→∞ for all r) of hyperbolic models (see (A.2)).
This result follows from the fact that δ(H) → δ(K)/2 holds in this limit
for these models (because Ωq → 0), and thus from table 1 of [40] we have
δ(ρ)δ(H) < 0 for all initial conditions complying with regularity.

Entropy production is negative. Conditions (102) and (103) are violated in the
following cases:

• Parabolic models (spatially flat models K = 0, Ωq = 1, see (A.1)). Since
δ(H) = δ(ρ)/2 holds for all t, and regularity conditions require −1 < δ(H) ≤ 0
(see [39, 40]), then δ(ρ)δ(H) > 0 holds for all t.

• Early time evolution of elliptic and hyperbolic models with a non–
simultaneous big bang. This result can be justified by qualitative arguments
(see figure 6).

These results clearly indicate an important connection between the failure to fulfill a
positive entropy production and specific conditions in which the density decaying
modes dominate over the growing modes (parabolic models and near a non–
simultaneous big bang [2, 3, 4, 30, 33]). This is an important theoretical feature
worth a comprehensive examination (further detail is provided in [71]).

As a comparison with our approach and preliminary results, a recent perturbative
study [59] of the Liebler–Kullback functional in the context of Buchert’s average
yields Ṡ only in terms of the average (Buchert’s average) of the invariant scalar
CabcdC

abcd (which is 8EabE
ab in LTB models), hence it excludes the contribution

to inhomogeneity from the shear tensor (a spatial gradient of the velocity in the
conformal Newtonian gauge) that comes from the scalar invariant σabE

ab. Buchert
and coworkers have not yet applied the Leibler–Kullback functional to generic LTB
models in a non–perturbative manner (only a very simple example of an LTB model
was considered in [58], but this model exhibits shell crossings). Although they obtained
conditions that are analogous to (98), their main interest has been to provide a
theoretical connection between the growth of structure complexity associated with
Ṡ > 0 and the dynamical implications of the back–reaction terms that appear in
Buchert’s formalism. Since the back–reaction terms of Buchert’s formalism vanish
for q–averages, our results provide a different theoretical perspective, namely: the
connection between Ṡ > 0 in (97) and S̈ in (104) associated with the growth of
structure complexity and the statistical moments that arise from the q–average of
quadratic invariant scalars (EabE

ab, σabE
ab, σabσ

ab) that vanish for FLRW models.
It is important to remark that the notion of a gravitational entropy connected to

inhomogeneity (marked by invariant scalars of the Weyl tensor) bears a close relation
to the concept of the “arrow of time” originally suggested by Penrose [72], and further
explored by a number of authors [73, 74, 75, 76, 77]. The Weyl tensor scalar that
emerges in this literature is CabcdC

abcd (proportional to EabE
ab in LTB models) and
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no attempt is made in these papers to connect it with averages and fluctuations.
As a contrast, the Leibler–Kullback functional is based on an averaging formalism
that yields a direct connection between the growth of structure (inhomogeneity) and
its associated fluctuations, which in the case of the q–average, are directly related
to invariant contractions of σab and Eab, as well as with fluctuations and statistical
variance and covariance moments of both ρ andH (which is a fluid velocity). Evidently,
we have only considered this functional with the q–average applied on LTB models,
and thus, we cannot exclude the possibility that contradictory results may happen
with Buchert’s average or in other types of models (as for example with the “arrow of
time”, see [75]), but the work we have developed here may provide a guideline on how
to explore the notion of the arrow of time and its relation with the Liebler–Kullback
functional in more general models.

While the q–average formalism cannot be used to study and understand the
dynamical implications of back–reaction, it has resulted very helpful for understanding
the properties and evolution of LTB models [39, 40], including the computation in
these models of back–reaction terms and verification of the existence of “effective”
acceleration in the context of Buchert’s formalism [56]. Moreover, it does provide
through its fluctuations and perturbations interesting connections between averaging,
perturbation theory, invariant scalars and statistical correlations of ρ and H, which
signals a valuable theoretical insight on how the averaging process should work
in any generic solution of Einstein’s equations (at least in LRS spacetimes whose
dynamics is reducible to scalar modes). In particular, since most formal and theoretical
results obtained for LTB models can be readily applied to Szekeres models [62], the
extension of our results to these models is currently under elaboration. In fact, the
dynamical effect of q–scalars in LTB models may be applicable to even more general
spacetimes. Specifically, we propose identifying fluid flow scalars that comply with
FLRW dynamics (hopefully related to some weighed average), and then expressing
local 1+3 scalars as fluctuations of the new scalars. The following step would be to
explore if the 1+3 evolution equations given in terms of the new set of variables has
the structure of evolution equations and constraints in the context of a formalism
of exact perturbations on a FLRW background. We feel that this proposal is worth
considering in future research.

Appendix A. Analytic solutions.

The metric function R in (1) can be obtained from the following parametric solutions
of (2a) which define parabolic, hyperbolic and elliptic models:

Parabolic: E = 0, R = (2M)1/3 η2, t− tbb =
2

3
η3, (A.1)

Hyperbolic: E ≥ 0, R =
M

E
(cosh η − 1) , t− tbb =

M

E3/2
(sinh η − η) , (A.2)

Elliptic: − 1 < E ≤ 0, R =
M

|E|
(1− cos η) , t− tbb =

M

|E|3/2
(η − sin η) , (A.3)

where tbb = tbb(r), which emerges as an “integration constant”, is the “big bang time”
because it marks the coordinate locus of the central expanding curvature singularity
R(t, r) = 0 for r 6= constant. The classification of (A.1)–(A.3) follows from the sign of
E and governs the kinematic evolution of dust layers through the existence of a zero
of Ṙ in (2a): parabolic and hyperbolic layers perpetually expand and elliptic layers
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expand/collapse. Since E = E(r), the models can exhibit, either the same kinematic
pattern for all r, or “mixed” patterns that define models with regions of different
kinematic behavior as E changes sign in specific ranges of r (see examples in [11]).

The solutions (A.1)–(A.3) allow for a complete description of the dynamics of the
models once we select the free functions M, E, tbb, though only two of these functions
are strictly necessary because the metric (1) in invariant under re–scalings r = r(r̄)
and thus any one of these free functions can be eliminated by a suitable choice of the
radial coordinate. In particular, the expressions (2b), (3), (4), (5) and (6) for the basic
covariant scalars ρ,H, K, Σ, E in (7) involve terms such as R′ and Ṙ′, which can be
computed by implicit derivation of (A.1)–(A.3).

Appendix B. Functions of q–scalars are q–scalars.

The relations (23) allow us to express local scalars A in terms of q–scalars Aq through
the differential inverse of the integral definition (13):

A = 〈A〉q +
〈A〉′q
V ′q/Vq

= Aq +
A′q
V ′q/Vq

, (B.1)

where V ′q/Vq = 3R′/R and Vq is defined in (94). As a consequence, any scalar
expressible as a function of q–scalars is itself a q–scalar: if Aq and Bq are two q–
scalars and U = U(Aq, Bq), then

U ′ =
3R′

R

[
∂U

∂Aq
(A−Aq) +

∂U

∂Bq
(B −Bq)

]
, (B.2)

so that we can identify Zq = U(Aq, Bq) as the q–scalar whose corresponding “local”
scalar Z is given by

Z = Zq +
∂U

∂Aq
(A−Aq) +

∂U

∂Bq
(B −Bq) = Zq +

Z ′q
3R′/R

, (B.3)

where it is important to remark that (in general) we have Z 6= U(A,B). It is
straightforward to show that Z and Zq above satisfy the integral definition (13), which
basically states that a function of q–averages U(〈A〉q, 〈B〉q) is itself the q–average 〈Z〉q
of a scalar Z given by (B.3), which in general does not coincide with U(A,B) nor its
q–average 〈U(A,B)〉q.

Appendix C. Proof of (41) and (42).

The proof of (41) for A = H is equivalent to the proof that the identity
〈WH(r, r0)〉q[rb] = 0 holds for every domain D[rb], where the scalar WH is given
by:

WH(r, rb) = [DNL(H)]2 − [D(H)]2 = (H(r)− 〈H〉q[rb] )
2 − (H(r)−Hq(r) )

2
. (C.1)

We expand WH(r, rb) and apply (21), so that 〈−2H(r)〈H〉q[rb] + 〈H〉2q[rb]〉q[rb] =
−〈H〉2q[rb] holds, leading to

〈WH(r, rb)〉q[rb] = −〈H〉2q[rb] +
1

Vq(rb)

∫ rb

0

(2HHq −H2
q)V ′q dr̄. (C.2)
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where Vq is defined by (94), so that V ′q = 4πR2R′. Considering that (3) and (19)

imply 3H = θ = V̇ ′q/V ′q and 3Hq = θq = V̇q/Vq. Inserting these identities into (C.2)
yields the desired result:

〈WH(r, rb)〉q[rb] = − 〈H〉2q[rb] +
1

Vq(rb)

∫ rb

0

(
V̇2
q

9Vq

)′
dr̄ = −〈H〉2q[rb] +H2

q(rb) = 0,

(C.3)

since 〈H〉q[rb] coincides with Hq at the domain boundary r = rb.
For A = ρ the proof of (41) is equivalent to proving Wρ(r, rb)〉q[rb] = 0, where

Wρ(r, rb) = [DNL(ρ)]2 − [D(ρ)]2 = ( ρ(r)− 〈ρ〉q[rb] )
2 − ( ρ(r)− ρq(r) )

2
. (C.4)

Expanding Wρ(r, rb), applying (21) and substituting ρ = M ′/V ′q and ρq = M/Vq from
(2b) and (19), yields a relation similar to (C.2):

〈Wρ(r, rb)〉q[rb] = − 〈ρ〉2q[rb] +
1

Vq(rb)

∫ rb

0

(2ρρq − ρ2
q)V ′q dr̄,

= − 〈ρ〉2q[rb] +
1

Vq(rb)

∫ rb

0

(
M2

Vq

)′
dr̄ = −〈ρ〉2q[rb] + ρ2

q(rb) = 0.

(C.5)

The proof of (42) for A,B = ρ, H follows along similar lines: it is equivalent to proving
that: 〈WρH(r, rb) 〉q[rb] = 0 holds, where:

WρH(r, rb) = DNL(H) DNL(ρ)−D(H) D(H)

= ( ρ(r)− 〈ρ〉q[rb] ) (H(r)− 〈H〉q[rb] )− ( ρ(r)− ρq(r) ) (H(r)−Hq(r) ) . (C.6)

Substitution of the forms for H, H, ρ, ρq given before yields the desired result:

〈WρH(r, rb)〉q[rb] = −〈ρ〉q[rb]〈H〉q[r0] +
1

Vq(rb)

∫ rb

0

(ρHq + ρqH− ρqHq)V ′q dr̄

= −〈ρ〉q[rb]〈H〉q[rb] +
1

Vq(rb)

∫ rb

0

(
M V̇q
3Vq

)′
dr̄

= −〈ρ〉q[rb]〈H〉q[rb] + ρq(rb)Hq(rb) = 0. (C.7)

Appendix D. Proper curvature and kinematic tensors.

We show in this appendix that all relevant (curvature and kinematic) proper tensors
characteristic of LTB models are completely determined by 4 invariant scalars: the
Ricci scalar, R = Rcc, the only nonzero Newman–Penrose conformal invariant, Ψ2, the
Hubble expansion scalar H = θ/3 and the eigenvalue of the shear tensor, Σ.

The Riemann and Weyl tensors are given by the following expressions:

Rabcd = Cabcd −
1

2
Rδa[cδ

b
d] + 2δ

[a
[cR

b]
d], Cabcd = δ

[a
[cE

b]
d] + 2u[cE

[a
d]u

b], (D.1)

where square bracketed indices indicate anti–simetrization. The Ricci and electric
Weyl tensors, Rbd and Ebd follow from contraction of the tensors in (D.1):

Rbd = Rbccd =
1

2
R
(
hbd + ubud

)
, Ebd = uaucC

abc
d = Ψ2 ebd, (D.2)
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where ebd = δbd − 3nbnd is the common eigenframe for Ebd and the shear tensor σbd
defined in (5) and (6). By combining (D.1) and (D.2) we get

Rabcd = Cabcd +
1

3
R
(

3δ
[a
[c δ

b]
d] + 6δ

[a
[cu

b]ud] − δa[cδ
b
d]

)
, (D.3)

Cabcd = Ψ2

(
δ

[a
[c e

b]
d] + 2u[ce

[a
d]u

b]
)

= Ψ2

(
h

[a
[c − 3u[cu

[a
)

e
b]
d], (D.4)

Hence, all curvature proper tensors are determined by two invariant scalars: R
and Ψ2, which relate to the density and its local fluctuation by R = 8πρ and
Ψ2 = −E = (4π/3)(ρ− ρq) = (4π/3)D(ρ).

The kinematic proper tensors are the shear and “expansion” tensors: σab, Hab.
Both are expressible in terms of the invariant scalars H = θ/3 = ∇̃aua/3 and
Σ = σabe

ab:

σab = Σ eab, Hab = Hhab + Σ eab, (D.5)

where the explicit forms of H and Σ are given in (3) and (5). Notice that Σ = −D(H)
is a local fluctuation of H.
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